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Public  Opinion  on  Watershed  Management  Issues 
A Survey  of  Households  Served  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Purpose.  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  (SFWD)  is  currently  preparing  management 
plans  for  its  two  Bay  Area  watersheds.  A survey  was  carried  out  in  order  to  ascertain  public 
opinion  on  issues  of  water  quality,  goals  of  watershed  management,  recreational  access  to 
the  watersheds,  environmental  protection,  financing,  and  other  issues  related  to  watershed 
management.  Survey  questions  were  based  on  SFWD  goals  for  watershed  management  and 
on  issues  and  input  received  from  the  public  and  from  agencies  at  all  levels  of  government. 
The  findings  of  the  survey  will  allow  the  SFWD  to  take  the  opinions  of  its  public  constitu- 
ency into  account  in  the  planning  process. 

A random  survey  was  conducted  by  telephone  of  578  households  in  the  SFWD  service  area 
during  the  period  September  18  to  October  3,  1993.  The  SFWD  service  area  extends  from 
San  Francisco  around  the  southern  end  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and  includes  most  of  San 
Mateo  County  and  portions  of  Santa  Clara  and  Alameda  counties. 

Methodology.  To  ensure  representation  of  the  region's  diverse  population,  the  survey  em- 
ployed random  dialing.  Households  were  called  up  to  20  times  at  various  times  and  days  of 
the  week  to  contact  as  many  randomly  selected  households  as  possible.  Forty-eight  inter- 
views—8.3%  of  the  total— were  conducted  in  Spanish  or  Chinese.  The  goal  was  a survey  re- 
sponse rate  of  approximately  50%,  which  is  a standard  for  professionally  conducted  public- 
issue  surveys  of  this  sort;  the  actual  response  rate  was  49.7%. 

Summary  of  Public  Opinion  Survey  Findings 

• What  watershed  management  goals  are  most  important  to  the  public? 

The  people  surveyed  placed  water  quality  and  environmental  protection  first.  Asked  to 
say  which  goal  of  watershed  management  they  thought  most  important,  71%  chose  in- 
suring water  quality;  21%  said  protecting  the  natural  environment;  5%,  reducing  costs  to 
the  customer;  3%,  providing  access  for  recreation  and  education.  (See  Section  2.3.) 

• Does  the  public  want  greater  access  to  the  watersheds? 

25%  of  the  sample indicated  less  public  access  should  be  allowed  than  now; 
60%,  about  the  same  as  now; 

12%,  somewhat  greater  than  now; 

4%,  much  greater  than  now.  (See  Section  2.4.) 

A large  majority  (80%)  of  the  sample  agreed  with  the  proposition,  "There  are  many  other 
places  in  the  Bay  Area  for  people  like  me  to  go  for  outdoor  recreation;  the  Alameda  and 
Peninsula  watersheds  are  not  needed  for  that  purpose"  (Section  2.5). 

• What  recreational  activities  would  the  public  allow  in  the  watersheds? 

Most  of  the  people  surveyed  (between  65%  and  92%)  favored  most  of  the  activities  that 
are  now  allowed,  including  natural  resource  studies,  jogging,  hiking,  and  bicycling.  A 
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majority  would  also  allow  guided  tours  (75%)  and  picknicking  (52%).  Less  than  half  of 
survey  respondents  (27-40%)  would  allow  mountain  biking,  non-motorized  boating, 
overnight  backpacking,  and  fishing,  along  with  two  currently  allowed  uses,  horseback 
riding  and  golf  courses.  Few  people  (6-11%)  would  allow  vehicle  camping,  hunting, 
gun  ranges,  or  motorized  boating.  (See  Section  2.6.) 

• Does  the  public  want  more  revenue-producing  activities  in  the  watersheds  in  order  to 
increase  revenue?  Which  revenue-producing  activities  would  the  public  allow? 

The  SFWD  now  leases  some  watershed  lands  for  golf  courses  and  for  grazing,  quarrying, 
and  nurseries.  Revenues  from  these  leases  help  to  offset  the  costs  of  providing  water. 
Additional  revenue-producing  activities  have  been  proposed. 

Overall,  most  respondents  (57%)  favored  the  same  level  of  activities  and  revenue  as 
now;  20%  said  they  would  allow  fewer  activities  and  receive  less  revenue;  19%  wanted 
more  activities,  with  more  revenue;  4%  wanted  many  more  activities  and  much  more 
revenue. 

Percentages  of  respondents  that  would  allow  six  existing  and  proposed  revenue-produc- 
ing activities  were  (Section  2.7): 


Plant  nurseries 

51% 

Horse  stables 

29% 

Golf  courses 

34% 

Concessions 

26% 

Cattle  grazing 

31% 

Quarrying 

14% 

• Would  the  public  accept  additional  water  treatment  in  order  to  provide  greater  public 
access  to  the  watersheds? 

Over  half  of  the  respondents  (59%)  would  not  accept  additional  water  treatment  in  order 
to  provide  greater  public  access  to  the  watersheds  (Section  2.8). 

• If  provided,  how  should  greater  public  access  be  paid  for? 

If  greater  public  access  were  allowed,  the  SFWD  would  have  to  raise  money  to  pay  for 
facilities,  treatment,  and  protection  to  support  it.  Eighty-nine  percent  of  the  respondents 
thought  the  SFWD  should  charge  user  fees  to  those  who  use  the  watersheds,  in  order  to 
pay  the  additional  costs  of  access  (Section  2.9);  47%  said  the  SFWD  should  expand  rev- 
enue-producing activities  for  this  purpose;  23%  would  increase  water  bills  to  custom- 
ers. 

• How  much  in  higher  water  bills  would  the  public  be  willing  to  pay  for  greater  public 
access? 

Fifty-five  percent  of  respondents  said  their  households  would  be  willing  to  pay  $1  or 
more  per  month  in  their  water  bills  in  order  to  fund  additional  water  treatment  and  pro- 
tective services  required  for  greater  public  access  (Section  2.10). 


Copies  of  the  complete  report  are  available  in  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  offices  in  San  Francisco,  Millbrae  and  Sunol. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Public  Opinion  on  Watershed  Management  Issues 

A Survey  of  Households  Served  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Conducted  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  by  the  Public  Research 
Institute,  San  Francisco  State  University,  in  cooperation  with  ED  AW,  Inc.  and 
Public  Affairs  Management 
February,  1994 

1.0  Introduction 

This  is  a report  of  findings  of  a survey  of  households  in  the  service  area  of  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  (SFWD),  including  San  Francisco,  most  of  San  Mateo  County,  and  parts 
of  northern  Santa  Clara  and  southern  Alameda  counties.1  Map  1 (next  page)  shows  the 
boundaries  of  the  area  sampled. 

The  survey  was  conducted  between  September  18  and  October  3,  1993  for  the  SFWD  by  the 
Public  Research  Institute,  San  Francisco  State  University,  in  cooperation  with  ED  AW,  Inc. 
and  Public  Affairs  Management.  The  survey  was  designed  to  provide  information  about  the 
views  of  the  public  for  the  Department's  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process. 

This  report  includes: 

• characteristics  of  the  sample,  margin  of  error,  and  the  context  of  the  survey; 

• respondents'  opinions  about  the  questions  posed  in  the  survey;  and 

• the  main  relationships  between  their  opinions  and  social  and  economic 
characteristics  such  as  ethnicity,  gender,  and  income. 

V 

In  addition,  Appendix  1 provides  the  complete  text  of  the  interview  interspersed  with  tables 
of  the  responses  to  each  question.  Appendix  2 contains  respondents'  transcribed  comments 
in  response  to  two  questions.  Question  1 of  the  survey  asked  respondents  to  rate  the  quality 
of  their  water.  If  they  rated  the  quality  of  their  water  "poor,"  they  were  asked  why.  Then,  at 
the  end  of  the  interview,  all  respondents  were  asked  if  they  had  "any  last  comments  or  sug- 
gestions." Their  comments  provide  a rich  understanding  of  the  diversity  of  their  views  be- 
yond their  necessarily  limited  responses  to  set  questions.  Appendix  3 provides  technical 
information  about  sampling  and  other  issues. 


1 In  San  Francisco,  the  SFWD  supplies  water  directly  to  customers;  in  the  rest  of  the  service  area,  it  provides 
water  wholesale  to  local  water  agencies. 
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1.1  The  Sample 

A random  sample  of  578  pei'sqns  was  surveyed  by  telephone;  the  questionnaire  was  trans- 
lated into  Chinese  and  Spanisn,  and  48  (8.3%)  of  the  interviews  were  conducted  in  those 
languages.  The  sample  was  selected  from  households  with  telephones  in  the  postal  ZIP 
codes  that  approximate  the  SFWD's  service  area.  In  Map  1,  these  are  the  urban  areas  indi- 
cated with  darker  shading  within  the  borders  defined  by  ZIP  codes.  Two  areas  that  receive 
some  SFWD  water— South  San  Francisco  and  the  east  side  of  Daly  City— were  not  sampled 
because  so  many  households  in  them  are  served  by  well  water.  The  sample  response  rate 
was  49.7%,  an  acceptable  professional  standard  for  surveys  of  this  kind.  (See  Appendix  3 
for  more  information  about  sampling  and  other  technical  issues.) 

The  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association,  a group  of  33  water  suppliers  that  purchase  water 
from  the  SFWD,  has  estimated  the  population  served  by  each  supplier.  Table  1 compares 
these  population  estimates  by  county  to  percentages  of  sample  respondents  by  county.  The 
sample  percentages  are  close  to  the  population  estimates,  suggesting  that  the  sample  is  satis- 
factorily representative. 
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Table  1.  Comparison  of  Service  Area  Population  and 
Sample,  by  County 


County 

Population* 

(persons) 

Number  Percent 

Sample 
(households) 
Percent  Number 

San  Francisco 

723,959 

34.1% 

39.5% 

228 

San  Mateo 

706,509 

33.2 

34.4 

199 

Santa  Clara 

313,926 

14.8 

11.6 

67 

Alameda 

381,255 

17.9 

14.5 

84 

Total 

2,125,649 

100.0 

100.0 

578 

* For  San  Francisco,  1990  Census.  For  other  counties,  these  are  estimates  of 
population  in  the  SFWD  service  area  in  FY  1991-92,  by  the  Bay  Area  Water 
Users  Association. 


The  sample  is  appropriately  representative  of  the  diverse  population  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area.  Respondents  ranged  in  age  from  16  to  92.  Forty-eight  percent  of  the  sample 
were  male,  52%  female.  Of  respondents  who  reported  incomes,  22%  reported  household  in- 
comes below  $25,000;  the  same  percentage  reported  incomes  over  $80,000.  Thirty-seven 
percent  of  the  563  respondents  who  reported  their  race  or  ethnic  group  identified  themselves 
with  groups  other  than  "white."  (See  Appendix  1 for  full  information  about  these  and  other 
characteristics  of  the  sample.) 


1.2  Margin  of  Error 

The  best  estimate  of  a population  percentage  is  the  sample  percentage.  For  example,  56.7% 
of  the  sample  rated  their. Water  quality  "good."  This  is  the  best  single  estimate  of  the  percen- 
tage of  the  service  area  population  who  would  rate  their  water  quality  "good."  ' 

To  take  into  account  the  possibility  of  random  sampling  error,  apply  the  "margin  of  error." 
In  this  survey  the  margin  of  error  for  percentages  based  on  the  whole  sample  is  plus  or  mi- 
nus 4.2%.  To  use  a sample  percentage  to  estimate  a corresponding  population  percentage 
using  the  margin  of  error,  take  the  sample  percentage  plus  and  minus  4.2%.  The  resulting 
interval  will  include  the  population  percentage  about  19  times  out  of  20.  For  example,  ap- 
plying the  4.2%  margin  of  error  to  the  56.7%  of  the  sample  who  rated  water  quality  "good," 
we  can  confidently  conclude  that  between  52.5%  and  60.9%  of  the  service  area  population 
would  rate  their  water  quality  "good."2  Such  interval  estimates  involve  only  random 


2 In  the  language  of  statistical  inference,  the  reader  can  be  95%  confident  that  the  corresponding  percentage  in 
the  population  from  which  the  sample  was  drawn  will  fall  within  the  interval  defined  by  the  sample  percentage 
plus  or  minus  4.2%.  The  margin  of  error  is  smaller  than  4.2%  for  percentages  close  to  zero  or  100;  it  is  larger 
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sampling  error;  they  do  not  measure  bias  or  other  forms  of  potential  error,  such  as  selective 
refusal  to  be  interviewed. 

References  in  this  report  to  relationships  between  variables  or  differences  between  groups 
always  mean  those  that  are  unlikely  to  be  the  result  of  sampling  error;  they  are  likely  instead 
to  reflect  real  relationships  and  differences  in  the  population  of  households  from  which  the 
sample  was  drawn.* * 3 

1.3  Context  and  Meaning 

Any  survey  is  a snapshot  of  opinion  at  a particular  time  and  place,  expressed  in  response  to  a 
particular  sequence  and  wording  of  questions  and  information.  The  survey  was  conducted  in 
the  western  and  southern  portion  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  a region  with  a high  level 
of  environmental  activism  and  concern.  In  addition,  the  issue  of  water  quality  was  raised  in 
public  media  in  the  Bay  Area  several  times  in  the  months  before  the  survey  was  adminis- 
tered. An  outbreak  of  infection  in  Milwaukee  by  Cryptosporidium,  a public  health  pathogen 
carried  by  water  contaminated  by  cattle  droppings,  was  widely  publicized.  Other  media  re- 
portage of  water  quality  problems  was  common  in  1993,  including  a cover  article  in  The 
New  York  Times  Magazine  that  appeared  while  the  survey  was  under  way.4  These  events 
have  probably  generated  heightened  awareness  and  concern,  which  is  in  turn  reflected  in  the 
responses  to  this  survey. 

Finally,  a survey  creates  pressure  on  respondents  to  make  choices  on  the  basis  of  limited  in- 
formation and  with  no  opportunity  to  exchange  views  with  other  people.  For  example,  in  a 
sense  for  most  respondents  the  most  rational  response  to  a question  about  allowing  a reve- 
nue-producing activity  such  as  cattle  grazing  is,  "It  depends"— on  the  way  grazing  is  regu- 
lated and  on  its  utility  for  other  purposes  such  as  fire  prevention— yet  few  respondents  ex- 
pressed that  view.  We  do  not  know  what  people's  opinions  would  be  if  they  were  provided 
with  more  information  or  if  they  had  been  exposed  to  discussion  with  others.  Some  of  the 
open-ended  comments  that  respondents  gave  at  the  end  of  the  interview  reflect  their  con- 
cerns about  these  matters.  ■' " 

A 


than  42%  for  subgroups  in  the  sample.  For  example,  for  a subgroup  of  size  100,  the  margin  of  error  for  50% 

is  ±10%,  at  95%  confidence. 

3 Specifically,  only  relationships  that  are  statistically  significant  at  the  .08  level  are  mentioned.  In  other  words, 
all  of  the  relationships  between  variables  presented  in  this  report  meet  this  criterion:  The  probability  is  less 
than  .08  that  an  observed  relationship  between  two  variables  arose  by  sampling  error  alone.  Thus  the  reader 
can  be  reasonably  confident  that  the  relationships  from  sample  data  cited  in  the  text  reflect  relationships  in  the 
population. 

4 Sara  Terry,  "Drinking  Water  Comes  to  a Boil,"  The  New  York  Times  Magazine , September  26,  1992. 
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2.0  Summary  and  Analysis  of  Survey  Results 

This  section  summarizes  the  results  of  survey  questions  1 through  14.  The  raw  counts  and 
percentages  obtained  for  each  question  asked  in  the  survey  are  provided  in  Appendix  1, 
along  with  the  complete  text  of  the  questionnaire  itself. 

Questions  15  through  23  of  the  survey  requested  demographic  information  of  each  respon- 
dent and  his/her  household,  specifically  age,  ethnicity,  income,  education,  and  whether  or 
not  the  respondent  or  household  rented  or  owned  their  residence,  paid  their  own  water  bills, 
or  engaged  in  outdoor  activities.  Gender  was  also  confirmed  during  the  interview. 

Demographic  characteristics  have  been  cross-tabulated  with  the  first  set  of  questions  (1-14) 
to  reveal  relationships— differences  between  groups  in  their  responses  to  the  questions. 
Cross-tabulations  are  presented  in  the  following  section  of  the  report,  highlighting  those  re- 
sponses that  are  significantly  different  from  the  rest  of  the  survey  sample.  The  differences 
highlighted  are  great  enough  to  be  reliably  attributed  to  group  differences  in  the  service 
area's  population,  while  other  differences  between  groups  are  not  large  enough  to  support 
that  conclusion. 

For  example,  in  Table  2 (page  7),  significantly  fewer  respondents  in  Alameda  County  rated 
their  water  quality  "good"  than  respondents  in  other  counties  (41%  vs.  56-63%).  A differ- 
ence this  large  is  very  unlikely  to  arise  from  sampling  error.  To  indicate  this,  the  Alameda 
County  line  of  Table  2 is  highlighted  in  bold. 

2.1  Assessment  of  Water  Quality,  Recreational  Opportunities,  and 
Environmental  Protection  in  the  Bay  Area  (Q1-Q3) 

Respondents  were  asked  questions  about  the  related  issues  of  water  quality,  recreational  op- 
portunities, and  environmental  protection  to  register  their  views  before  they  were  exposed  to 
information  about  the  Water  Department's  goals  and  about  options  for  use  of  the  watersheds. 

Water  quality.  Respondents'  views  on  water  quality  may  reflect  a range  of  conditions  in  ad- 
dition to  the  quality  of  the';  water  supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  SFWD 
water  is  a blend  of  water  front  the  Hetch  Hetchy  reservoir  in  the  Sierra  Nevada  (about  85%) 
and  local  water  from  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds  (about  15%).  Hetch  Hetchy 
water  is  treated  for  corrosion  control  and  disinfected.  Local  water  is  completely  filtered,  dis- 
infected, and  blended  with  Hetch  Hetchy  water.  Local  water  agencies  that  receive  and  de- 
liver SFWD  water  may  also  apply  their  own  treatment  to  it.  Many  agencies  blend  SFWD 
water  with  other  water.  Some  customers  of  some  agencies  that  purchase  SFWD  water  re- 
ceive their  water  from  wells,  not  from  the  SFWD.  In  addition,  agency  pipe  systems  and  resi- 
dential plumbing  may  have  significant  effects  on  the  quality  of  water  delivered  at  the  tap. 

More  than  half  of  the  respondents  (57%)  rated  their  water  quality  good:  one-third  rated  it 
fair.  Less  than  one-tenth  judged  their  water  quality  poor.  Respondents  who  rated  water 
quality  poor  were  asked,  "Why  do  you  rate  it  poor?"  Their  comments  were  transcribed  and 
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are  reported  verbatim  in  Appendix  1 . Many  comments  refer  to  taste  and  smell,  some  to  ap- 
pearance, a few  to  perceptions  of  impurity. 

Table  2 shows  breakdowns  of  water  quality  ratings  by  various  characteristics  of  respondents. 
Respondents  in  Alameda  County  rated  the  quality  of  their  water  somewhat  lower  than  re- 
spondents in  the  other  counties. 

Ratings  of  water  quality  were  related  to  a cluster  of  socioeconomic  characteristics:  people 
with  household  incomes  of  less  than  $15,000  per  year,  people  with  less  than  high  school 
education,  and  renters  were  somewhat  less  likely  to  rate  water  quality  "good"  than  home- 
owners  and  people  with  higher  incomes  and  education.  Among  ethnic  groups,  African 
Americans  were  less  likely  than  others  to  rate  water  quality  good. 

Satisfaction  with  Outdoor  Recreational  Opportunities  (02k  Most  respondents  were  either 
very  satisfied  (38%)  or  somewhat  satisfied  (46%)  with  outdoor  recreational  opportunities  in 
the  Bay  Area's  regional  parks,  wild  lands,  and  other  open  space.  Ethnicity  was  the  only 
characteristic  of  respondents  clearly  related  to  level  of  satisfaction.  Whites  were  most  likely 
to  say  they  were  very  satisfied  (46%);  24%  of  African  Americans  and  16%  of  Asian  Ameri- 
cans and  Pacific  Islanders  gave  that  response.  More  than  75%  of  each  group  was  at  least 
somewhat  satisfied  with  outdoor  recreational  opportunities. 

Satisfaction  with  Protection  of  the  Bav  Area's  Natural  Environment  (03).  Most  respondents 
were  at  least  somewhat  satisfied  with  protection  of  the  natural  environment  in  the  Bay  Area: 

22%  very  satisfied 
50%  somewhat  satisfied 
2 1 % somewhat  dissatisfied 
7%  very  dissatisfied 

Respondents  under  60  were  slightly  less  satisfied  than  those  60  and  over,  but  no  characteris- 
tic was  strongly  related  to  satisfaction  with  environmental  protection. 

2.2  Who  Visits  the  SFWD  Watersheds?  (Q4  and  Q4A) 

Fifty-four  percent  of  the  sample1  reported  that  they  had  visited  one  or  both  SFWD  water- 
sheds: Peninsula  and  Alameda.  The  Peninsula  Watershed  was  the  more  popular  destination: 
83%  of  respondents  who  had  visited  either  watershed  mentioned  it,  vs.  35%  who  reported 
visiting  the  Alameda  Watershed.  Of  the  total  sample,  35%  have  visited  only  the  Peninsula 
Watershed;  9%,  only  the  Alameda;  10%,  both. 
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Table  2.  Rating  Water  Quality  "Good,"  by  Selected  Characteristics 


Ql.  "How  would  you  rate  the  quality  of  your  drinking  water- 
good,  fair,  or  poor?" 

Percent  Rating 
Water  Quality  No.  in 


"Good" 

Group 

All  Respondents 

57% 

(583) 

San  Francisco  City  & County 

56% 

(220) 

San  Mateo  County 

63 

(193) 

Santa  Clara  County 

60 

(65) 

Alameda  County 

41 

(83) 

Less  than  $15,000/yr. 

42% 

(48) 

$15-25,000 

60 

(50) 

$25-40,000 

57 

(99) 

$40-60,000 

52 

(106) 

$60-80,000 

58 

(62) 

$80,000+ 

65 

(100) 

Homeowners 

60% 

(321) 

Renters 

53 

(238) 

Less  than  high  school  diploma 

37% 

(35) 

High  school  diploma 

52 

(73) 

Some  college 

56 

(132) 

College  degree 

54 

(161) 

Graduate  work  or  graduate  degree 

66 

(156) 

White  OX 

61% 

(345) 

Chicano/L^ino/Hispanic 

53 

(64) 

Asian  American  and  Pacific  Islander 

56 

(90) 

African  American 

36 

(25) 

Other  Ethnic  Groups 

46 

(24) 

16-29  years  old 

50% 

(92) 

30-49 

59 

(285) 

50-69 

56 

(130) 

70  and  over 

56 

(54) 

Note:  Characteristics  in  bold  highlight  groups  most  different  from  the 
rest  of  the  sample.  These  differences  are  great  enough  to  be  reliably  at- 
tributed to  group  differences  in  the  service  area's  population.  Other  dif- 
ferences between  groups  are  not  large  enough  to  support  that  conclusion. 
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Visiting  the  watersheds  was  closely  related  to  distance  from  them.  Respondents  who  lived 
closest  to  a watershed  were  more  than  twice  as  likely  to  visit  it  than  respondents  whose 
homes  were  most  distant  (Table  3). 


Table  3.  Visits  to  Watersheds  by  County 


Peninsula  Watershed 

Alameda  Watershed 

Percent  of 

Approx. 

Percent  of 

Approx. 

Respondents 

Distance 

Respondents 

Distance 

County 

Who  Visited 

(miles)  * 

Who  Visited 

(miles)  * 

San  Francisco 

31% 

7-15 

11% 

50-57 

San  Mateo 

67 

0-8 

22 

14-50 

Santa  Clara 

57 

8-17 

25 

2-15 

Alameda 

21 

12-25 

30 

5-15 

* Approximate  distances  in  miles  from  points  in  each  county  to  nearest  access  to  watersheds. 


Table  4 shows  that  residents  of  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties  were  more  likely  to  re- 
port visiting  a watershed;  they  live  nearest  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  Income,  ethnicity,  and 
education  were  all  moderately  related  to  visiting  the  watersheds  (Table  4).  • Respondents 
with  lower  income  (up  to  $25,000)  were  about  half  as  likely  to  report  visiting  a watershed  as 
respondents  with  middle-to-high  income.  People  who  had  at  least  some  college  were  more 
likely  to  have  visited  a watershed  than  people  with  less  education.  Whites  were  likely  to  re- 
port visiting  a watershed  much  more  than  other  groups.  In  short,  present  use  of  the  water- 
sheds for  recreational  purposes  is  somewhat  concentrated  among  whites  at  middle-to-high 
income  and  education  levels.1  Consequently,  whites  constitute  79%  of  the  watershed  visitors 
in  the  sample.  '*  • . 

Whites  are  somewhat  more  likely'  to  live  near  the  Peninsula  Watershed  than  other  groups, 
but  proximity  does  not  entirely  explain  their  higher  rate  of  visits  to  the  watersheds.  Further 
analysis  of  the  data  indicates  that  even  after  taking  distance  from  watershed,  income  and 
education  into  account,  substantial  ethnic  differences  remain;  that  is,  the  observed  differ- 
ences between  ethnic  groups  in  rates  of  visiting  the  watersheds  can  not  be  accounted  for  by 
income  and  educational  differences  between  them.  Similarly,  income  and  education  effects 
remain  after  taking  ethnicity  into  account. 
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Table  4.  Visiting  Watersheds,  by  County,  Income,  Education 
and  Other  Factors  (Q4) 


Percent  Who  Have  Visited  One  or  Both  Watersheds 


All  Respondents 

54% 

City  & County  of  San  Francisco 

37% 

San  Mateo  County 

74 

Alameda  County 

39 

Santa  Clara  County 

70 

Less  than  $15,000/yr. 

27% 

White 

67% 

$15-25,000 

31 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

32 

$25-40,000 

61 

African  American 

24 

$40-60,000 

61 

Chinese 

19 

$60-80,000 

62 

Japanese 

38 

$80,000+ 

68 

Filipino 

31 

Other  Asian/Pacific  Islander 

14 

Homeowners 

63% 

Other  Ethnic  Groups 

60 

Renters 

42 

Men 

57% 

Less  than  high  school  diploma 

8% 

Women 

51 

High  school  diploma 

39 

Some  college 

53 

16-29  years  old 

26% 

College  degree 

60 

30-49 

61 

Graduate  work  or  graduate  degree 

66 

50-69 

56 

70  and  over 

57 

Note:  Characteristics  in  bold  highlight  groups  most  different  from  the  rest  of  the  sample.  These  differences  are 
great  enough  to  be  reliably  attributed  to  group  differences  in  the  service  area's  population.  Other  differences 
between  groups  are  not  large  enough  to  support  that  conclusion. 


1 

2.3  What  Are  the  Most  Important  Goals  for  Watershed  Management? 

(Q5  and  Q6) 

For  the  SFWD,  protection  of  water  quality  is  the  primary  goal  of  watershed  management; 
secondary  goals  include  protection  of  the  natural  environment,  reduction  of  costs  to  custom- 
ers, and  provision  of  compatible  public  access  for  recreational  and  educational  activities. 
Prior  to  describing  SFWD  goals  to  the  sample,  they  were  asked  which  of  these  watershed 
management  goals  they  thought  most  important  and  second  most  important.  The  order  in 
which  the  goals  were  presented  was  varied  randomly  to  avoid  biased  response  patterns. 
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The  sample  placed  water 
quality  first  and  environmental 
protection  second,  significant- 
ly ahead  of  reducing  costs  to 
customers  or  providing  public 
access  to  the  watersheds  (Fig- 
ure 1 and  Table  5). 

These  priorities  were  shared 
across  a wide  range  of  groups. 
People  who  had  visited  the 
watersheds  showed  the  same 
pattern  of  priorities  as  those 
who  had  not,  and  there  were 
no  clear  differences  between 
residents  of  different  counties. 


Insure  Water  Ouallty 
Protect  Environment 


Reduce  Costs 


Provide  Access 


20  40  60  80  100 

Percent  Selecting  Goal 

Most  Important  Next  Most  Important 


Figure  1.  Importance  of  Watershed 
Management  Goals 
Most  and  Next  Most  Important 


Table  5.  Watershed  Management  Goals  (Q5  and  Q6) 


Q5-6.  "Which  goal  of  watershed  management  do  you  think  is ., 

m 

m 

Second 

Most 

Most 

Goal  f 

Important 

Important 

1 

Insuring  water  quality 

71% 

24% 

Protecting  the  natural  environment 

21 

49 

Reducing  costs  to  the  customer 

5 

18 

Providing  access  for  recreation  & education 

3 

9 

Note:  In  the  interview,  the  order  in  which  the  goals  were  presented  to  respondents  was 
randomly  varied.  N=  57 1 respondents  for  Q5, 558  for  Q6. 
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Larger  households  were  more  likely  to  rate  cost  reduction  the  most  important  goal  (Table  6, 
page  12),  but  even  in  households  with  six  or  more  people,  reducing  costs  was  the  most  im- 
portant goal  for  only  13%  of  respondents,  and  a majority  (57%)  still  regarded  water  quality 
as  the  most  important  goal. 

Majorities  of  every  ethnic  group  rated  water  quality  the  most  important  goal,  but  there  were 
differences  between  groups.  As  Table  6 shows,  respondents  of  Asian  origin  were  most 
likely  to  rate  water  quality  the  most  important  goal  and  less  likely  than  other  groups  to  rate 
environmental  protection  most  important.  Whites,  Latinos,  and  African  Americans  were 
somewhat  less  likely  to  rate  water  quality  most  important  and  more  likely  to  emphasize 
environmental  protection. 

2.4  Opinions  About  Public  Access  to  Watersheds  Overall  (Q7) 

Various  user  groups  have  expressed  interest  in  access  to  watershed  lands  and  reservoirs. 
Through  the  watershed  management  planning  process,  policies  and  plans  will  be  developed 
to  guide  the  SFWD  in  their  decisions  regarding  public  access  to  the  watersheds.  Respon- 
dents were  told  that  the  SFWD  "has  always  restricted  public  access  to  the  watershed  for 
recreation  in  order  to  protect  water  quality  and  safety,"  but  that  "people  are  allowed  limited 
access  to  parts  of  each  watershed  for  activities  such  as  hiking,  bicycling,  and  golfing.  Boat- 
ing, fishing,  and  camping  are  not  allowed." 

Then  they  were  asked  their  opin- 
ion about  how  much  public  access 
should  be  allowed.  Figure  2 and 
Table  7 show  that  a majority  fa- 
vored the  same  level  of  public  ac- 
cess as  now.  Twenty-five  percent 
favored  less  access;  a smaller 
group  (16%)  would  have  greater 
or  much  greater  access.  ' v 

Although  Q7  is  a "general 
question,  it  taps  a consistent  posi- 
tion: responses  to  it  are  fairly 
strongly  related  to  respondents' 
choices  of  goals  (Q5  and  Q6)  and 
to  their  choices  of  specific  kinds 
of  access  they  would  allow  (Q9 
and  Qll). 


Much  More  Access 


Figure  2.  Opinions  on  How  Much  Public 
Access  to  the  Watersheds  Should 
Be  Allowed  for  Recreation 
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Table  6.  Group  Differences  on  Watershed  Management  Goals 


Q5.  "Which  goal  of  watershed  management  do  you  think  is 
Insure  Protect 

Water  Natural 

Quality  Environment 

most  important?" 
Reduce 
Costs  to 
Customer 

Provide 

Public 

Access 

All  Respondents 

71% 

21% 

5% 

3% 

Less  than  $15,000/yr. 

54% 

29% 

13% 

4% 

$15-25,000 

54 

29 

8 

10 

$25-40,000 

75 

18 

5 

2 

$40-60,000 

76 

19 

4 

2 

$60-80,000 

76 

17 

6 

0 

$80,000+ 

71 

22 

3 

5 

Homeowners 

76% 

16% 

6% 

2% 

Renters 

64 

28 

4 

4 

1 in  household 

72% 

22% 

2% 

2% 

2 

70 

25 

2 

3 

3 

71 

23 

4 

2 

4 

72 

16 

8 

4 

5 

79 

10 

12 

0 

6 or  more 

57 

23 

13 

7 

White 

72% 

22% 

3% 

3% 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

56 

25 

17 

2 

African  American 

61 

22 

4 

13 

Chinese 

84 

10 

6 

0 

Japanese 

85 

8 

8 

0 

Filipino 

1 81 

13 

6 

0 

Other  Asian/Pacific  Islander 

79 

7 

7 

7 

16-29  years  old 

61% 

32% 

5% 

1% 

30-49 

70 

21 

6 

3 

50-69 

79 

14 

4 

4 

70  and  over 

78 

14 

6 

2 

Note:  Characteristics  in  bold  highlight  groups  most  different  from  the  rest  of  the  sample.  These  differ- 
ences are  great  enough  to  be  reliably  attributed  to  group  differences  in  the  service  area's  population. 
Other  differences  between  groups  are  not  large  enough  to  support  that  conclusion. 
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Table  7.  How  Much  Public  Access  to  Watersheds 
Should  Be  Allowed? 


Q7.  "Which  of  the  following  best  represents  your  opinion? 

—Allow public  access—?" 

Less  About 

Than  Same  Somewhat  Much 

Now  As  Now  Greater  Greater 


All  Respondents 

25% 

59% 

12% 

4% 

Most  important  goal: 

Insuring  water  quality 

25% 

62% 

10% 

3% 

Protecting  environment 

26 

61 

9 

5 

Reducing  costs  to  customers 

28 

41 

28 

3 

Providing  public  access 

0 

41 

41 

18 

Less  than  $15,000/yr. 

36% 

45% 

17% 

2% 

$15-25,000 

20 

69 

6 

4 

$25-40,000 

34 

52 

12 

2 

$40-60,000 

23 

64 

8 

5 

$60-80,000 

10 

65 

17 

8 

$80,000+ 

24 

59 

13 

4 

White 

19% 

67% 

12% 

2% 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

44 

34 

16 

6 

African  American 

22 

57 

17 

4 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

31 

54 

6 

10 

Other  Ethnic  Groups 

26 

57 

13 

4 

16-29  years  old 

20% 

65% 

13% 

2% 

30-49  " . 

21 

60 

13 

6 

50-69 

33 

55 

8 

3 

70  and  over 

30 

61 

9 

0 

Men 

24% 

55% 

15% 

6% 

Women 

25 

64 

8 

2 

Note:  Characteristics  in  bold  highlight  groups  most  different  from  the  rest  of 
the  sample.  These  differences  are  great  enough  to  be  reliably  attributed  to  group 
differences  in  the  service  area's  population.  Other  differences  between  groups 
are  not  large  enough  to  support  that  conclusion. 
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Among  the  small  group  of  respondents  who  regarded  greater  access  or  reducing  costs  as  the 
most  important  goals  of  watershed  management  (8%  of  the  sample),  the  percentage  favoring 
greater  or  much  greater  access  rises  sharply. 

Younger  respondents  were  more  likely  than  older  ones  to  favor  greater  access,  and  men  were 
more  likely  than  women  to  do  so.  Latinos  were  somewhat  more  likely  than  other  groups  to 
favor  less  access  than  at  present  Income  appears  to  be  not  consistently  related  to  opinions 
about  access.  Homeowners  and  renters  were  very  similar  (not  shown  in  Table  7). 

Despite  the  differences  among  subgroups  shown  in  Table  7,  the  majority  of  the  sample  that 
is  served  directly  or  indirectly  by  SFWD  water,  who  are  also  the  major  present  and  future  re- 
creational users  of  the  watersheds,  do  not  typically  prefer  greater  public  access  than  they 
have  at  present. 

2.5  Opinions  About  Relationships  Between  Water  Quality,  Recreational 
Opportunities,  and  Greater  Public  Access  to  the  Watersheds  (Q8A-Q8D) 

A series  of  statements  were  presented  to  respondents  to  explore  these  relationships,  asking 
for  level  of  agreement  or  disagreement  Consistent  with  responses  to  Q5,  Q6,  and  Q7,  re- 
sponses to  Q8  showed  that  the  typical  respondent  was  more  concerned  with  water  quality 
and  environmental  protection,  and  less  concerned  with  recreation  and  other  public  access  to 
the  watersheds  (Figures  3A-D). 

Q8A.  "It  is  possible  to  have  BOTH  high  quality  water  AND  more  recreational  opportuni- 
ties in  the  watersheds. " Figure  3 A:  respondents  were  about  evenly  divided  between 
agree  and  disagree;  52%  agreed  somewhat  or  strongly,  48%  disagreed  somewhat  or 
strongly. 

Q8B.  "Allowing  more  people  in  the  watersheds  now  will  lead  to  overuse  of  the  watersheds 
later. " Figure  3B:  74%  of  respondents  agreed;  42%  strongly,  32%  somewhat. 

Q8C.  'There  are  many  other  places  in  the  Bay  Area  for  people  like  me  to  go  for  outdoor 
recreation;  the  Alamida  and  Peninsula  watersheds  are  not  needed  for  that  purpose. " 
Figure  3C:  80%  agreed  with  this  statement,  51%  of  them  strongly.  Respondents 
who  were  dissatisfied  with  recreational  opportunities  in  the  Bay  Area  (Q2)  were 
somewhat  more  likely  to  disagree  with  this  proposition;  but  even  within  this  group, 
63%  agreed  that  watersheds  are  not  needed  for  recreation. 

Q8D.  "Allowing  more  people  into  the  watersheds  will  harm  the  natural  environment." 
Figure  3D:  82%  agreed,  52%  strongly. 
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Figure  3A.  Opinion-Can  Have  BOTH 
High  Quality  Water  AND  More 
Recreation  in  Watersheds 

^ Percent  Agree/Disagree 

50 
45 
40 
35 
30 
26 
20 
15 
10 
5 
0 


Figure  3B.  Opinion — Allowing  More 
People  into  Watersheds  NOW  Will 
Cause  Overuse  of  Watersheds  LATER 

Percent  Agree/Disagree 

55  | 


60 


Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 
Agree  Disagree 


33 


Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 
Agree  Disagree 


Figure  3C.  Opinion— Other  Places  for 
Outdoor  Recreation;  Watersheds  Not 
Needed  for  that  Purpose 


Figure  3D.  Opinion— Allowing  More 
People  into  Watersheds  Will  Harm 
the  Natural  Environment 


Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly  Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 

Agree  Disagree  Agree  Disagree 


Figure  3.  Opinions  on  People,  Recreation,  Water  Quality, 
and  the  Natural  Environment 
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2.6  What  Recreational  Activities  Should  Be  Allowed  in  the  Watersheds? 
(Q9A-Q9P) 

All  respondents,  including  those  who  favored  the  same  or  less  access,  were  asked  which  rec- 
reational activities  they  would  allow  in  the  watersheds.  Figure  4 and  Table  8 show  large 
variations  in  the  extent  to  which  respondents  would  allow  different  recreational  activi- 
ties. Certain  activities  already  allowed,  such  as  jogging  and  hiking,  were  supported  by  large 
majorities.  Activities  involving  vehicles  and  motors  and  requiring  substantial  construction 
of  roads  and  other  facilities  tended  to  be  opposed  by  most  respondents. 

People  who  had  visited  one  or  both  of  the  watersheds  took  somewhat  different  stands  on  al- 
lowable recreational  activities  than  people  who  had  not.  Table  8 provides  the  comparison. 
People  who  had  visited  a watershed  were  inclined  to  allow  only  one  activity,  hiking,  signifi- 
cantly more  than  nonvisitors.  Nonvisitors  were  somewhat  more  likely  than  visitors  to  allow 
the  activities  less  favored  overall,  shown  in  the  bottom  half  of  Table  8.  It  may  be  speculated 
that  nonvisitors  are  indicating  the  sorts  of  activities  that  would  attract  them  to  a park,  while 
visitors  are  seeking  to  protect  the  surroundings  and  activities  that  have  attracted  them  al- 
ready. However,  the  observed  differences  between  visitors  and  nonvisitors  do  not  mean  that 
they  are  diametrically  opposed  in  their  positions.  For  example,  35%  of  nonvisitors  would 
allow  fishing,  but  so  would  23%  of  the  visitors:  a real  but  not  a great  difference. 


Nat  Resource  Studies 
Jogging 
Guided  Tours 
Hiking 
Bicycling 
Picnicking 
Mountain  Biking 
Non-Motorized  Boat 
Horseback  Riding 
Backpacking 
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Golf  Courses 
Vehicle  Camping 
Hunting 
Gun  Ranges 
Motorized  Boating 


0 50  100 

Percent  Who  Would  Allow  Activity 


Figure  4.  Opinions  on  What  Recreational  Activities 
Should  Be  Allowed  in  the  Watersheds 
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People  who  had  visited  only  the  Peninsula  Watershed  were  quite  similar  in  their  views  to 
people  who  had  visited  only  the  Alameda  Watershed.  Peninsula  Watershed  visitors  were 
slightly  less  likely  to  allow  overnight  backpacking  and  mountain  biking  than  Alameda  Wa- 
tershed visitors.  People  who  had  visited  both  watersheds  were  less  likely  to  allow  jogging, 
horseback  riding,  and  bicycling  than  people  who  had  visited  only  one. 

Residents  of  the  four  counties  would  allow  recreational  activities  in  somewhat  different  pat- 
terns and  amounts.  Residents  of  Santa  Clara  County  and  especially  of  San  Mateo  County, 
who  are  closest  to  the  scenic  values  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  who  are  most  likely  to 
have  visited  it,  were  typically  less  willing  to  allow  many  particular  activities  than  residents 
of  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  counties.  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  County  residents  were 
somewhat  more  likely  to  allow  vehicle  camping,  mountain  biking,  boating  (both  motorized 
and  nonmotorized),  and  horseback  riding.  While  these  differences  probably  represent  real 
differences  between  the  populations  of  the  counties,  typically  only  10-15  percentage  points 
separated  residents  of  one  county  from  those  of  another. 

The  typical  or  median  respondent  would  allow  seven  recreational  activities  (half  would  al- 
low more,  half  fewer).  The  typical  respondent  who  indicated  on  Q7  a preference  for  less 
public  access  than  at  present  would  still  allow  five  recreational  activities  (median).  Of  those 
that  preferred  less  access,  24%  would  allow  eight  or  more  recreational  activities  in  the  wa- 
tersheds. These  respondents  appear  to  be  comfortable  with  many  particular  activities  even 
though  they  say  they  favor  some  reduction  in  the  scale  of  public  access  overall. 

In  spite  of  the  differences  shown  in  the  types  of  recreational  activities  allowed  between 
people  who  have  visited  and  people  who  have  not  visited  the  watersheds  (Table  8),  the  two 
groups  are  not  much  different  in  the  number  of  recreational  activities  they  would  allow 
overall.  The  median  visitor  would  allow  six;  the  median  nonvisitor,  seven.  The  median 
residents  of  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties  would  allow  six  activities;  median  residents 
of  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  County,  seven. 

On  the  theory  that  people  want  more  opportunities  to  do  what  they  prefer  to  do,  we  might 
expect  that  the  number  of  recreational  activities  respondents  would  allow  would  be  clearly 
related  to  the  number  of  outdoor  recreational  activities  respondents  say  the  members  of  their 
household  engage  in  per  year  (Q15);  however,  these  variables  are  not  related.  Neither  is  the 
number  of  recreational  activities  respondents  would  allow  related  clearly  to  size  of  house- 
hold, whether  renters  pay  their  own  water  bills,  education,  ethnicity,  income,  or  respondents' 
ratings  of  water  quality. 

However,  homeowners  would  allow  fewer  activities  than  renters;  older  people  fewer  than 
younger  people;  and  women  substantially  fewer  than  men.  For  example,  nearly  twice  as 
many  men  as  women  would  allow  ten  or  more  recreational  activities  in  the  watersheds  (26% 
vs.  14%).  Respondents  who  were  willing  to  accept  additional  water  treatment  in  order  to 
provide  greater  public  access  tended  to  favor  more  activities  than  people  who  did  not  want 
additional  treatment. 
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Table  8.  Allowing  Recreational  Activities  in  the  Watersheds 
Watershed  Visitors  and  Nonvisitors  Compared 

Q9.  "I'm  now  going  to  mention  various  types  of  recreational  activities.  For 
each  type,  please  tell  me  if  you  think  it  should  be  allowed  or  not  allowed  in 
these  watersheds. " 

Percent  Who  Would  Allow  Activity1 
Have  Have  Not 
All  Visited2  Visited 3 

Activity  Respondents4  Watershed  Watershed 


Q9M  Natural  resource  studies** 

92% 

93% 

90% 

Q9G  Jogging** 

82 

81 

81 

Q9A  Hiking** 

75 

80 

69* 

Q9K  Guided  tours** 

75 

76 

74 

Q9N  Bicycling** 

65 

63 

67 

Q9D  Picnicking 

53 

51 

54 

Q9L  Mountain  biking 

41 

33 

50* 

Q9J  Nonmotorized  boating 

39 

32 

47* 

Q9H  Horseback  riding** 

38 

36 

42 

Q9B  Overnight  backpacking 

28 

25 

32* 

Q9E  Fishing 

28 

23 

35* 

Q90  Golf  courses** 

26 

23 

31* 

Q9C  Vehicle  camping 

11 

6 

16* 

Q9F  Hunting 

8 

6 

11* 

Q9P  Gun  ranges  J . 

8 

7 

8 

Q9I  Motorized  boating! 

6 

3 

10* 

T For  activities  in  the  middle  range-between  25  and  50%  "allow"-be  tween  7 and  13%  of  re- 
spondents indicated  "depends."  Views  of  particular  operations  would  probably  depend  on 
how  they  were  designed  and  regulated. 

2 N = at  least  299.  3 N = at  least  257.  4 N = at  least  560. 

* These  observed  differences  between  watershed  visitors  and  nonvisitors  probably  reflect 
real  differences  between  visitors  and  non  visitors  in  the  population  of  the  SFWD  service  area. 
**  Activities  currently  occurring  on  portions  of  one  or  both  watersheds. 
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2.7  Opinions  About  Revenue-Producing  Activities  in  the  Watersheds 
(Q10-Q11) 

When  asked  a general  question  about  the  level  of  revenue-producing  activities  they  would 
prefer,  such  as  quarrying,  grazing,  nurseries  and  golf  courses  (Q10),  more  than  half  of  the  re- 
spondents (57%)  indicated  that  they  preferred  about  the  same  level  of  revenue-producing 
activities  as  now;  20%  wanted  fewer  such  activities,  23%  wanted  more.  However,  when 
they  were  asked  about  each  of  six  specific  revenue-producing  activities,  five  of  which  are 
already  conducted  in  one  or  both  watersheds,  only  wholesale  plant  nurseries  received  sup- 
port from  a clear  majority  of  the  sample  (Q1 1,  Figure  5 and  Table  9).  Specific  revenue-pro- 
ducing activities  appeared  somewhat  less  attractive  to  the  sample  than  the  principle  of  reve- 
nue production.  On  the  other  hand,  a count  of  the  number  of  activities  each  person  would 
allow  yields  a somewhat  more  permissive  picture:  52%  of  the  sample  would  allow  two  or 
more  activities. 


Plant  Nurseries 
Public  Golf  Course 
Cattle  Grazing 


Horse  Stables 
Concessions 
Quarrying 
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Figure  5.  What  Revenue-Producing  Activities 
Should  Be  Allowed  in  the  Watersheds? 
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Table  9.  What  Revenue-Producing  Activities  Should  be  Allowed  in  the 
Watersheds?  Watershed  Visitors  and  Nonvisitors  Compared  (Q11) 


Percent  Who  Would  Allow  Activity1 
Have  Have  Not 
All  Visited2  Visited 3 

Activity  Respondents4  Watershed 


Q1  IB  Wholesale  plant  nurseries’'1* 

51% 

48% 

55% 

Q11A  Public  golf  courses** 

35 

35 

35 

Q1 1C  Cattle  grazing** 

31 

32 

29 

Q11F  Horse  stables 

30 

29 

31 

Q1  IE  Concessions  for  public  services** 

26 

20 

34* 

Q1  ID  Sand  and  gravel  quarrying** 

14 

14 

16 

* Between  7 and  12%  of  respondents  indicated  "depends."  Views  of  particular  opera- 
tions would  probably  depend  on  how  they  were  designed  and  regulated. 

2 N = at  least  292.  3 N = at  least  257.  4 N = at  least  552. 

* This  observed  difference  between  watershed  visitors  and  nonvisitors  probably  reflects 
a real  difference  between  visitors  and  nonvisitors  in  the  population  of  the  SFWD  service 
area. 

**  The  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course,  including  related  concessions,  is  located  in  the 
Peninsula  Watershed;  the  Sunol  Golf  Course,  plant  nurseries,  cattle  grazing,  and  quarry- 
ing are  conducted  in  the  Alameda  Watershed. 


Nonvisitors  were  more  likely  than  visitors  to  favor  allowing  concessions  for  public  services, 
but  even  among  nonvisitors,  a majority  would  not  allow  concessions.  Otherwise,  there  were 
no  statistically  significant  differences  between  visitors  and  nonvisitors.  Visitors  to  the  Pen- 
insula Watershed  were  less  likely  to  allow  plant  nurseries  (44%)  than  were  people  who  had 
visited  only  the  Alameda  Watershed  (60%). 

A few  clear  relationships  emerge  that  reflect  the  different  interests  and  concerns  of  particular 
groups.  Older  people  (65  and  over)  were  typically  half  as  likely  as  younger  ones  (under  35) 
to  allow  these  activities,  except  for  golf,  for  which  preferences  were  unrelated  to 
age.  Respondents  for  whom  water  quality  or  environmental  protection  were  the  most  impor- 
tant goals  (Q5)  were  also  typically  half  as  likely  to  allow  quarrying,  concessions,  and  stables 
as  respondents  who  regarded  cost  reduction  or  recreational  access  as  paramount. 

Differences  between  groups  emerged  with  respect  to  concessions.  The  higher  the  level  of 
education,  the  less  willing  respondents  were  to  allow  concessions.  Twenty-one  percent  of 
people  who  had  graduated  from  college  would  allow  concessions,  compared  to  57%  of  re- 
spondents with  less  than  a high  school  diploma. 
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Whites  were  less  likely  to  allow  concessions  than  other  groups.  Twenty-two  percent  of 
whites  would  allow  concessions,  but  28%  of  African  Americans,  37%  of  Latinos,  and  37% 
of  Asians  and  Pacific  Islanders  combined.  Forty  percent  of  respondents  in  larger  households 
(five  or  more)  would  allow  concessions,  compared  to  14%  of  respondents  in  one-person 
households. 

People  who  lived  in  different  counties  were  very  similar  with  respect  to  the  revenue-produc- 
ing activities  they  would  allow;  San  Franciscans  were  somewhat  more  willing  than  others  to 
allow  concessions  (33%  vs.  22%). 

Renters  were  more  willing  to  allow  horse  stables  (37%)  than  homeowners  were  (24%);  oth- 
erwise, characteristics  such  as  home  ownership,  paying  own  water  bills,  and  income  were 
not  consistently  related  to  allowance  of  revenue-producing  activities. 

2.8  Is  Additional  Water  Treatment  Acceptable 

in  Order  to  Provide  Greater  Public  Access?  (Q12) 

If  greater  public  access  were  permitted,  additional  water  treatment  might  be  necessary  to 
maintain  high  water  quality.  Most  respondents  (59%)  would  not  accept  additional  water 
treatment  to  provide  greater  public  access.  Renters  were  more  willing  to  accept  additional 
treatment  to  obtain  greater  access  than  homeowners  (50%  to  34%).  Relatively  young  re- 
spondents--16  to  24~were  more  willing  to  accept  additional  treatment  than  older  respon- 
dents (45  and  over),  59%  to  35%.  Men  were  more  willing  than  women,  51%  to  32%.  Re- 
spondents with  less  than  high  school  education  (68%)  were  more  willing  than  people  with 
graduate  degrees  (35%);  a similar  difference  emerged  between  low-income  and  high-income 
respondents. 

Opinions  on  additional  treatment  and  on  allowing  recreational  or  revenue-producing  activi- 
ties were  closely  related.  For  example,  respondents  who  would  allow  12-15  recreational  and 
educational  activities  (Q9A-Q9P)  were  more  willing  to  allow  additional  treatment  (77%) 
than  those  who  would  allow  0-4  activities  (23%).  Only  3%  of  the  sample  regarded  recrea- 
tional access  as  the  mds£  important  goal  (Q5);  they  were  more  willing  to  accept  additional 
treatment  (88%)  than  the’-rest  of  the  sample  (39%). 

Willingness  to  accept  additional  water  treatment  was  related  to  beliefs  about  the  compatibil- 
ity of  high  water  quality  and  recreation.  Fifty-one  percent  of  the  sample  had  agreed  with  the 
proposition  that  high  water  quality  and  increased  recreational  opportunities  in  the  watersheds 
are  both  possible  (Q8).  Fifty-nine  percent  of  these  respondents  were  willing  to  accept  addi- 
tional water  treatment  vs.  36%  of  respondents  who  disagreed  with  that  proposition. 

2.9  How  Should  the  Facilities,  Treatment,  and  Protection 

to  Support  Greater  Public  Access  be  Paid  For?  (Q13A-C) 

If  greater  public  access  were  allowed,  the  SFWD  would  have  to  raise  money  for  facilities, 
treatment,  and  protection  to  support  it.  As  noted  above,  84%  of  the  sample  said  they  would 
allow  the  same  or  less  public  access  than  now  (Q7),  and  59%  of  the  sample  would  not  accept 
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additional  water  treatment  in  order  to  provide  increased  public  access  to  the  watersheds 
(Q12).  Nevertheless,  if  increased  access  were  provided,  additional  facilities,  treatment,  and 
protection  would  be  required,  and  funding  would  have  to  be  obtained.  Even  people  who  op- 
pose greater  access  and  do  not  want  additional  water  treatment  might  prefer  some  financing 
methods  over  others. 

To  ascertain  public  preferences  for  alternative  ways  of  raising  money  to  support  greater  ac- 
cess-assuming it  were  provided— respondents  were  given  a yes-or-no  choice  of  each  of  three 
financing  methods: 

• charging  user  fees  to  people  who  use  the  watersheds; 

• increasing  water  bills;  and 

• expanding  revenue-producing  activities. 

Charging  user  fees  to  those  who  actually  use  the  watersheds  in  order  to  pay  additional  costs 
of  access  was  the  most  frequently  approved  financing  option.  Of  the  whole  sample,  89% 
thought  that  the  Water  Department  should  charge  user  fees  (Table  10).  Forty-seven  percent 
of  the  sample  indicated  the  SFWD  should  expand  revenue-producing  activities  to  pay  for 
greater  access.  Raising  water  bills  was  least  favored,  with  23%  saying  the  SFWD  should 
raise  water  bills  for  this  purpose. 

Choices  of  the  three  methods  were  statistically  independent  of  each  other:  "Yes"  responses 
to  one  method  were  not  related  to  "Yes"  responses  to  others.  Most  respondents  were  willing 
to  use  two  or  three  methods. 

User  fees.  The  preference  for  user  access  fees  is  widely  shared,  and  subgroups  in  the  sample 
were  not  significantly  different  with  respect  to  it. 

Increase  revenue-producing  activities.  Table  10  shows  that  modest  differences  on  expansion 
of  revenue-producing  activities  to  pay  for  greater  public  access  emerged  for  several  charac- 
teristics of  respondents.  Incpme;  homeownership;  education;  ethnicity;  and  age  were  related 
to  willingness  to  expand  revenue-producing  activities  in  order  to  finance  greater  access 
(Table  10).  Respondents  who  favored  more  public  access  were  more  likely  to  agree  to  ex- 
pansion of  revenue-producing  activities  as  a way  of  financing  greater  access.  Similarly, 
people  who  would  allow  12-15  recreational  activities  (Q9A-Q9P)  were  more  than  twice  as 
likely  to  be  willing  to  increase  revenue-producing  activities  to  pay  for  additional  treatment 
as  people  who  would  allow  only  0-4  recreational  activities  (73%  vs.  27%,  not  shown  in 
Table  10). 

Raising  water  bills.  Relatively  few  respondents  would  increase  water  bills  to  pay  for  greater 
access.  Respondents  who  would  allow  more  public  access  were  more  likely  to  agree  to 
raising  water  bills  as  a way  of  financing  it. 
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Table  10.  Public  Preferences  for  Alternative  Financing  Methods 


'To  pay  for  greater  public  access,  should  the  Department... " 
Q13A.  "...charge  user  fees?"  Q13B.  "...increase  water  bills?" 
Q13C.  "...expand  revenue-producing  activities? 


Percent  Saying  "Yes": 

Fees 

Activities 

Bills 

All  Respondents 

89% 

47% 

23% 

Less  than  $15,000/yr. 

87% 

54% 

16% 

$15-25,000 

92 

62 

32 

$25-40,000 

82 

48 

29 

$40-60,000 

92 

50 

23 

$60-80,000 

97 

56 

27 

$80,000+ 

89 

38 

21 

Homeowners 

90% 

43% 

19% 

Renters  (pay  own  water  bills) 

82 

49 

29 

Renters  (do  not  pay  own  bills) 

91 

55 

25 

Men 

90% 

50% 

28 

Women 

88 

45 

17 

Less  than  high  school  diploma 

78 

33 

27 

High  school  diploma 

92 

58 

23 

Some  college 

90 

58 

20 

College  degree 

90 

38 

25 

Graduate  work  or  graduate  degree 

94 

38 

21 

White 

89 

43 

23 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

86 

58 

20 

African  American 

92 

64 

12 

Asian  American/Pacific  Islander 

89 

53 

22 

16-29  years  old  ! 

90 

60 

27 

30-49 

90 

49 

22 

50-69 

88 

39 

23 

70  and  over 

81 

37 

15 

Q7  Public  Access-Less  than  now 

89 

39 

22 

About  same  as  now 

89 

47 

18 

Somewhat  greater 

89 

61 

33 

Much  greater  than  now 

92 

59 

45 

Note:  For  explanation  of  numbers  in  bold,  see  note  to  Table  7. 
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2.10  What  Would  SFWD  Customers  Be  Willing  to  Pay  for  Water  Treatment 
and  Protective  Services  for  Greater  Recreational  Access?  (Q14  & 
Q14A) 

Respondents  were  asked  again  to  assume  that  some  greater  public  access  to  the  watersheds 
would  be  allowed.  The  context  already  established  by  Q13  was  that  additional  facilities, 
treatment,  and  protection  would  be  required  to  support  greater  public  access,  and  that  money 
would  have  to  be  found  for  this  purpose.  Q14  attempted  to  ascertain  how  much  households 
would  be  willing  to  pay  each  month  in  higher  water  bills  for  that  purpose.  Increasing  water 
bills  as  a means  of  raising  money  was  the  only  method  of  financing  mentioned  in  Q14. 

Within  the  context  of  these  assumptions,  respondents  were  asked  the  maximum  total  addi- 
tional amount  in  higher  water  bills  their  household  would  be  willing  to  pay  each  month  for 
water  treatment  and  protective  services.  Respondents  who  initially  hesitated  or  refused  to 
answer  were  prompted  with  Q14A:  "Would  your  household  be  willing  to  pay:  Nothing  ex- 
tra? $1  to  $5?  $6  to  $10?  $11  to  $20?  More  than  $20?" 

Respondents  who  were  prompted  with  Q14A  tended  to  give  somewhat  higher  dollar 
amounts  than  respondents  who  answered  Q14  directly.  Still,  combining  the  numbers  pro- 
duces a distribution  that  is  not  greatly  different  from  the  distribution  of  responses  to  Q14 
alone.  The  combined  responses  are  shown  in  Figure  6. 

More  than  half  of  the  respondents  (55%)  said  their  households  would  be  willing  to  pay  at 
least  $1  more  per  month  in  their  water  bills  in  order  to  pay  the  treatment  and  protective- 
services  costs  of  greater  public  access,  if  greater  access  were  allowed.  Recall  that  77%  of 
respondents  said  the  SFWD  should  not  raise  water  bills  for  this  purpose  (Q13B);  only  16% 
wanted  greater  public  access  for  recreation  in  any  case  (Q7);  and  59%  said  they  would  not 
accept  additional  water  treatment  to  provide  greater  public  access  (Q12).  Nevertheless,  if 
greater  access  were  allowed;  if  additional  water  treatment  and  protective  services  were  re- 
quired; and  if  funding  for  this  would  come  from  water  users,  55%  of  respondents  would  be 
willing  to  pay  $1  or  more  per  month  for  this  purpose. 

Twenty-three  percent  of  the  sample  had  said  they  thought  the  SFWD  should  increase  water 
bills  to  pay  the  additional  costs  of  greater  access  (Q13B,  Table  10).  Of  this  group,  90%  in- 
dicated they  would  be  willing  to  pay  at  least  $1  more  per  month  for  greater  public  access; 
but  even  among  the  three  out  of  four  respondents  who  thought  water  bills  should  no!  be  the 
method  of  payment,  46%  said  they  would  be  willing  to  pay  at  least  $1  more  per  month. 

Homeowners,  who  pay  their  own  water  bills,  were  less  likely  than  renters  to  say  they  were 
willing  to  pay  $1  or  more  per  month,  52%  vs.  61%.  Women  were  less  likely  than  men  to 
pay  $1  or  more  per  month,  49%  to  62%.  Amounts  that  respondents  were  willing  to  pay  were 
not  associated  with  income,  with  whether  renters  paid  their  own  water  bills,  or  with  educa- 
tion, ethnicity,  county  of  residence,  or  watershed  visited. 
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Percent  Willing  to  Spend  Each  Amount 
50 1 


$0  $1-5  $6-10  $11-20  $21  + 

Additional  Amount  Would  Pay  Each  Month 


Figure  6.  How  Much  More  Would  People  Be  Willing  to  Spend 
Each  Month  on  Their  Water  Bills  for  Greater  Access  to  Watersheds? 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Public  Opinion  on  Watershed  Management  Issues 

A Survey  of  Households  Served  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Conducted  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  by  the  Public  Research  Institute,  San 
Francisco  State  University,  in  cooperation  with  ED  AW,  Inc.  and 
Public  Affairs  Management 

Appendix  1 . Questionnaire  Text  and  Tables 

Following  is  the  complete  text  of  the  questionnaire  for  the  survey, 
interleaved  with  tabulations  of  responses  to  each  question.  In  the 
tabulations,  responses  such  as  refused  to  answer,  don't  know,  etc., 
are  omitted;  percentages  are  based  on  the  number  of  respondents  who 
gave  one  of  the  responses  requested  by  the  interviewer.  If 
refused,  don't  know,  etc.,  responses  amounted  to  5%  or  more  of  the 
respondents  who  were  asked  the  question,  the  number  and  percent  of 
such  responses  are  also  reported. 

The  total  sample  size  is  578. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT 
PUBLIC  OPINION  SURVEY  ON 
WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING 


{GREETING} 

Hello,  I'm  of  the  Public  Research  Institute 

at  San  Francisco  State  University.  We're  conducting  a survey  for 
the  San  Francisco  Water  Department.  I need  to  talk  with  an  adult 
who  can  speak  for  your  household.  Would  you  be  that  person? 

{FILTER} 

Before  we  start,  I need  to  know  your  ZIP  code  to  be  sure  your 
household  is  in  the  Water  Department's  customer  service  area. 
If  you're  not,  I won't  take  up  any  more  of  your  time.  May  I 
have  your  ZIP  code? 

ENTER: 
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From  ZIP  Codes | 
County  of  | 
Residence  | 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

San  Francisco  | 

228 

39.45 

39.45 

San  Mateo  | 

199 

34.43 

73.88 

Santa  Clara  | 

67 

11.59 

85.47 

Alameda  | 

84 

14.53 

100.00 

Total  1 

578 

100.00 

{ INTRODUCTION/ BACKGROUND} 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  manages  two  watersheds  located 
in  Alameda,  Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  Counties.  These  watersheds 
collect  and  provide  about  15  percent  of  your  drinking  water.  The 
Water  Department  is  planning  how  to  manage  these  watersheds  in  the 
future  and  would  like  your  opinions  on  water  quality,  public 
access,  and  financing.  Your  opinions  are  very  important.  This 
interview  should  take  about  10  minutes,  and  your  answers  will  be 
entirely  confidential.  Is  now  a good  time? 


{LEVEL  OF  SATISFACTION  AND  AWARENESS} 

Ql.  My  first  question  is:  How  would  you  rate  the  quality  of  your 
drinking  water  --  good,  fair,  or  poor? 

Ql  Water  | 


Quality 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Good  J 

31B 

56.68 

56.68 

Fair  j 

191  { 

34.05 

90.73 

Poor  j 

52 

9.27 

100.00 

Total  | 

561 

100.00 

» IF  R ANSWERS  "POOR,"  ASK  Q1A: 

Q1A.  Why  do  you  rate  it  poor?  [RECORD  ANSWER  VERBATIM] 
[See  Appendix  2 for  respondents ' answers . ] 

Q1A  47  of  52  gave  answers  = 90.4% 

47  of  entire  sample  (578)  = 8.1% 
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Q2 . Overall,  how  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  outdoor 
recreational  opportunities  in  the  Bay  Area's  regional  parks, 
wild  lands,  and  other  open  space  --  very  satisfied,  somewhat 
satisfied,  somewhat  dissatisfied,  or  very  dissatisfied? 

Q2  Recreational  | 


Opportunities  | 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Very  Satis  | 

222 

41.73 

41.73 

Somewhat  Satis  | 

264 

49.62 

91.35 

Somewhat  Dissat  | 

35 

6.58 

97.93 

Very  Dissat  | 

11 

2.07 

100.00 

Total  | 

532 

100.00 

Refused, 

don ' t know , 

etc . : 46  = 

8.0%  of  578 

Q3 . Overall,  how  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  protection 
of  the  Bay  Area's  natural  environment,  such  as  native  plants, 
wildlife,  and  open  space  --  very  satisfied,  somewhat 
satisfied,  somewhat  dissatisfied,  or  very  dissatisfied? 

Q3  Environmental | 


Protection 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Very  Satis  | 

117 

21.95 

21.95 

Somewhat  Satis  | 

267 

50.09 

72.05 

Somewhat  Dissat  | 

110 

20.64 

92.68 

Very  Dissat  | 

39 

7.32 

100.00 

Total  | 

533 

100.00 

Refused, 

don ' t know 

, etc. : 45  = 

7.8%  of  578 

Q4 . Have  you  ever 

visited  either  of  these 

two  watersheds' 

Q4  Visited  | 

Either 

Watershed?  j 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Yes  | 

308 

53.66 

53.66 

No  j 

266 

46.34 

100.00 

Total  | 

574 

100.00 

» IF  "YES," 

ASK  Q4A: 
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Q4A : Which  ones  --  the  Alameda  watershed,  Peninsula 

watershed,  or  both? 

Q4A  Which  | 

Watershed  | 

Visited?  | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


Alameda  | 52  16.83  16.83 

Peninsula  j 200  64.72  81.55 

Both  j 57  18.45  100.00 


Total  | 319  100.00 

Q5 . Which  goal  of  watershed  management  do  you  think  is  most 

important:  (A)  insuring  water  quality,  (B)  protecting  the 

natural  environment,  (C)  providing  public  access  for 
compatible  recreational  and  educational  activities,  or  (D) 
reducing  costs  to  the  customer?  A/B/C/D 

(Note : The  order  in  which  the  responses  for  Q5  and  Q6  were 
presented  was  randomly  varied  in  order  to  avoid  biasing 
responses  because  of  the  order  of  presentation.) 


Q5  Most  Important  Goal? 

1 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Water  Quality 

406 

71.10 

71.10 

Environmental  Protection 

1 

118 

20.67 

91.77 

Reducing  Costs  to  Customers 

1 

30 

5.25 

100.00 

Recreational  Access 

1 

17 

2.98 

94.75 

Total 

i 

571 

100.00 

Q6 . Which  goal  do  you  tihink 

is 

next  most 

important?  A/B/C/D 

Q6  Next  Most  Important  Goal? | 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Water  Quality 

1 

136 

24.37 

100.00 

Environmental  Protection 

1 

274 

49.10 

75.63 

Reducing  Costs  to  Customers 

1 

100 

17.92 

26.52 

Recreational  Access 

1 

48 

8.60 

8.60 

Total  | 558  100.00 


Q7 . The  Water  Department  has  always  restricted  public  access  to 
the  watersheds  for  recreation  in  order  to  protect  water 
quality  and  safety.  People  are  allowed  limited  access  to  parts 
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of  each  watershed  for  activities  such  as  hiking,  bicycling, 
and  golfing.  Boating,  fishing,  and  camping  are  not  allowed. 
Opinions  differ  regarding  how  much  public  access  should  be 
allowed  in  the  watersheds  for  recreation.  Which  of  the 
following  best  represents  your  opinion?  (A)  allow  less  public 
access  than  now,  (B)  allow  about  the  same  level  of  public 
access  as  now,  (C)  allow  somewhat  greater  public  access,  or 
(D)  allow  much  greater  public  access.  A/B/C/D 

Q7  How  Much  | 


Public  Access? 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Less  | 

135 

24.68 

24.68 

Same  | 

326 

59.60 

84.28 

Somewhat  Greater  | 

64 

11.70 

95.98 

Much  Greater  | 

22 

4.02 

100.00 

Total  | 

547 

100.00 

Refused, 

don ' t know , 

etc. : 31  = 

5.4%  of  578 

Q8 . I'm  now  going  to  read  some  statements  of  opinion.  For  each 
one,  please  tell  me  whether  you  strongly  agree  with  it, 
somewhat  agree,  somewhat  disagree,  or  strongly  disagree  with 
it. 

Q8A.  It  is  possible  to  have  BOTH  high  quality  water  AND  more 
recreational  opportunities  in  the  watersheds.  Do  you...? 

Q8A  Water  Quality  | 

AND  Recreation 


Possible? 

JL  . _ , 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Strongly  Agree  | 

108 

19.12 

19.12 

Somewhat  Agree  j 

187 

33.10 

52.21 

Somewhat  Disagree  | 

141 

24.96 

77.17 

Strongly  Disagree  j 

129 

22.83 

100.00 

Total  | 

565 

100.00 

Q8B . Allowing  more  people  into  the  watersheds  now  will  lead  to 
overuse  of  the  watersheds  later.  Do  you...? 
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Q8B  More  People  | 
Now  Lead  to  Too  | 
Many  Later?  | 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Strongly  Agree  | 

233 

42.36 

42.36 

Somewhat  Agree  | 

174 

31.64 

74.00 

Somewhat  Disagree  | 

106 

19.27 

93.27 

Strongly  Disagree  | 

37 

6.73 

100.00 

Total  | 550  100.00 


Q8C . There  are  many  other  places  in  the  Bay  Area  for  people  like 
me  to  go  for  outdoor  recreation;  the  Alameda  and  Peninsula 
watersheds  are  not  needed  for  that  purpose.  Do  you...? 


Q8C  Watersheds 
Not  Needed  for 
Recreation? 


I 


Freq. 


Strongly  Agree  | 

283 

50.90 

50.90 

Somewhat  Agree  | 

160 

28.78 

79.68 

Somewhat  Disagree  | 

71 

12.77 

92.45 

Strongly  Disagree  | 

42 

7.55 

100.00 

Total  | 

556 

100.00 

Allowing  more  people 

into  the  watersheds  will 

harm  the 

natural  environment . 

Do  you . . . ? 

Q8D  More  People  | 

Harm  Environment?  | 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Strongly  Agre'e  1 

295 

52.30 

52.30 

Somewhat  Agree  ^ 

171 

30.32 

82.62 

Somewhat  Disagree  | 

77 

13.65 

96.28 

Strongly  Disagree  | 

21 

3.72 

100.00 

Total  | 

564 

100.00 

Q9 . I'm  now  going  to  mention  various  types  of  recreational 

activities.  For  each  type,  please  tell  me  if  you  think  it 
should  be  allowed  or  not  allowed  in  these  watersheds . 
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Q9A-Q9P 

ACTIVITY  ALLOWED 

NOT 

ALLOWED 

DEPENDS 

N 

A.  Hiking 

75% 

16% 

9% 

569 

B . Overnight  backpacking 

28 

62 

10 

569 

C.  Vehicle  camping 

11 

83 

6 

572 

D.  Picnicking 

52 

36 

12 

574 

E.  Fishing 

28 

59 

13 

560 

F.  Hunting 

8 

88 

4 

573 

G.  Jogging 

81 

14 

5 

576 

H.  Horseback  riding 

38 

53 

9 

573 

I . Motorized  boating 

6 

89 

5 

574 

J.  Non-motorized  boating 

39 

54 

7 

576 

K.  Guided  tours 

75 

18 

7 

578 

L.  Mountain  biking 

41 

50 

9 

572 

M.  Natural  resource  studies 

92 

4 

4 

575 

N.  Bicycling 

65 

27 

8 

576 

0.  Golf  courses 

26 

65 

9 

574 

P.  Shooting  or  gun  ranges 

8 

88 

3 

575 

Q10 . The  Water  Department  now  leases  some  watershed  lands  for  golf 
courses  and  for  grazing,  quarrying,  and  nurseries.  The 
revenues  from  these  leases  help  to  offset  costs.  As  with 
recreation,  people  have  different  opinions  about  these  kinds 
of  revenue -producing  activities.  Which  of  the  following  best 
represents  your  opinion-- (A)  allow  fewer  activities  than  now 
and  get  less  revenue,  (B)  allow  about  the  same  level  and  get 
as  much  revenue  as  now,  (C)  allow  a somewhat  higher  level  than 
now,  with  more  revenue,  or  (D)  allow  a much  higher  level  of 
such  activities  and  produce  much  more  revenue  than  now? 


Q10  Opinions  on 
Revenue  Produ- 
cing Activities 

1 * . 

1 

\ 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Allow  Fewer 

i 

Ill 

20.15 

20.15 

Allow  Same 

i 

314 

56.99 

77.13 

Allow  Some  More 

i 

105 

19.06 

96.19 

Allow  Much  More 

i 

21 

3.81 

100.00 

Total 

i 

551 

100.00 

Qll . I'm  going  to  mention  various  types  of  revenue -producing 

activities.  For  each  type,  please  tell  me  if  you  think  it 
should  be  allowed  or  not  allowed  in  these  watersheds. 


A-7 


Public  Opinion  on  Watershed  Management  Issues 


Q11A-Q11F 

ACTIVITY  ALLOWED 

A.  Public  golf  courses  35% 

B.  Wholesale  plant  nurseries  51 

C.  Cattle  grazing  31 

D.  Sand  and  gravel  quarrying  14 

E.  Concessions  for 

public  services  26 

F.  Horse  stables  30 


NOT 

ALLOWED  DEPENDS 
53%  12% 

37  12 

61  8 

79  7 

62  12 

62  8 


N 

568 

568 

567 

562 

556 

572 


Q12 . Would  you  be  willing  to  accept  additional  water  treatment  in 
order  to  provide  greater  public  access? 

Q12  Accept  More | 

Treatment  for  | 

Public  Access?  | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


Yes  | 226  41.02  41.02 

No  | 325  58.98  100.00 


Total  | 551  100.00 

Q13 . There  are  three  basic  ways  the  Water  Department  can  raise  the 
additional  money  required  to  pay  for  facilities,  treatment, 
and  protection  to  support  greater  public  access  --user  fees, 
water  bills,  and  revenue  producing  activities  --  or  some 
combination  of  these. 

Q13A.  To  pay.vfor  greater  public  access,  should  the 

Department  charge  user  fees  to  those  who  actually 
use  the 'Watersheds? 

\ 

Q13A  Charge  | 

User  Fees  | 

for  Access?  | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


Yes  | 498  88.61  88.61 

No  | 64  11.39  100.00 


Total  | 562  100.00 

C13B.  To  pay  for  greater  public  access,  should  the 

Department  increase  water  bills  to  customers? 
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Q13B  Raise  | 

Water  Bills  j 

for  Access?  | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


Yes  | 126  22.54  22.54 

No  j 433  77.46  100.00 


Total  | 559 

Q13C . To  pay  for  greater  public  access,  should  the 

Department  expand  revenue -producing  activities? 


Q13C  Expand 
Revenue  Pro- 

1 

1 

ducing  Acti- 
vities for 

1 

1 

Access? 

1 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Yes 

i 

272 

50.84 

50.84 

No 

i 

263 

49.16 

100.00 

Total 

i 

535 

100.00 

Refused,  don't  know,  etc.:  43  = 7.4%  of  578 

Q14 . Again,  asstiming  that  some  greater  recreational  access  will  be 

allowed,  what  is  the  maximum  total  additional  amount  in  higher 
water  bills  your  household  would  be  willing  to  pay  each  month 
for  water  treatment  and  protective  services? 

$ /month.  {NOTE:  IF  R GIVES  AN  AMOUNT,  SKIP 

TO  Q15 . 

Q14  How  Much | 

More/Mo.  for|  ? 


Access? 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

$0  | 

194 

52.86 

52.86 

$l-$5  j 

13  0 

35.42 

88.28 

$6-$10  j 

25 

6.81 

95.10 

$ll-$20  j 

13 

3.54 

98.64 

>$20  j 

5 

1.36 

100.00 

Total  | 

367 

100.00 

Refused, 

don ' t know , 

etc. : 211  = 

= 36.5%  Of 

{NOTE:  IF  R CAN'T/WON'T  ANSWER,  ASK  Q14A: 
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Q14A.  Would  your  household  be  willing  to  pay: 

1 . Nothing  extra? 

2.  $1  to  $5? 

3.  $6  to  $10? 

4.  $11  to  $20 

5.  More  than  $20? 


Q14A  If  Refused/DK/etc. | 

on  Q14 , How 

Much  More/  | 

Mo.  for  Access? 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

$0  | 

51 

28.02 

28.02 

$l-$5  | 

85 

46.70 

74.73 

$6 -$10  j 

32 

17.58 

92.31 

$ll-$20  j 

10 

5.49 

97.80 

>$20  | 

4 

2.20 

100.00 

Total  | 

182 

100.00 

Refused , 

, don ' t know , 

etc . : 29  : 

= 13.7%  of  211 

respondents  asked  Q14A 

Q15. 

How  often  do  you  and  members  of  your 

household 

engage 

in  such  outdoor  activities  as  hiking. 

fishing. 

or  camping 

each  year? 

Never?  Once 

or  twice  a year?  3-5  times  a year? 

6-10  times 

a year?  More 

than  10  times 

a year? 

Q15 

No . of  Out- | 

door  Activities | 

Per 

Year  | 

Freq . 

Percent 

Cum. 

Never  | 

- 113 

19.58 

19.58 

1-2 /year  | 

1&8 

25.65 

45.23 

3-5/year  | 

95 

16.46 

61.70 

6-10/year  | 

66 

11.44 

73.14 

>10 /year  | 

155 

26.86 

100.00 

Total  | 

577 

100.00 

Q16 . How  many  people  live  in  your  household? 

PERSONS 
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Q16  Number  | 
in  Household! 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

1 | 

82 

14.19 

14.19 

2 1 

175 

30.28 

44.46 

3 j 

102 

17.65 

62.11 

4 1 

136 

23.53 

85.64 

5 | 

53 

9.17 

94.81 

6 or  More  | 

30 

5.19 

100.00 

Total  | 578  100.00 


Q17 . Do  you  own  or  rent  your  residence? 

1 OWN 

2 RENT  > IF  YES,  ASK  Q17A 


Q17 

Own  or  Rent? | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


Own  | 330  57.39  57.39 

Rent  j 245  42.61  100.00 


Total  | 575  100.00 


Q17A.  Do  you  pay  your  own  water  bills?  YES/NO 

Q17A  If  Rent,  | 

P^y  Own  Water  | 


Bi^Jls? 

1 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

1 

Yes  | 
No  | 

103 

142 

42.04 

57.96 

42.04 

100.00 

Total  | 

245 

100.00 
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Q18 . What  is  the  highest  level  of  schooling  you  have  completed? 


Q18  Level  of 
Schooling 

1 

1 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

Grade  School 

1 

12 

2.09 

2.09 

Some  High 

1 

24 

4.19 

6.28 

H.S.  Grad 

1 

76 

13.26 

19.55 

Some  College 

1 

138 

24.08 

43.63 

College  Grad 

1 

164 

28.62 

72.25 

Some  Graduate | 

27 

4.71 

76.96 

Grad  Degree 

1 

132 

23.04 

100.00 

Total  | 573  100.00 


Q19 . How  old  were  you  on  your  last  birthday? 


Q19  Age  | Freq.  Percent  Cum. 


16-29  | 

94 

16.26 

16.26 

30-49  | 

293 

50.69 

66.96 

50-69  j 

137 

23.70 

90.66 

70+  j 

54 

9.34 

100.00 

Total  | 

578 

100.00 

Q20 . What  was  your  approximate  total  household  income  before 
taxes  last  year? 


Q20  Household  Income  | £ 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cham. 

<$15K  | 

\ 

52 

10.88 

10.88 

$15-$25K  j 

52 

10.88 

21.76 

$25-$40K  j 

101 

21.13 

42.89 

$40-$60K  j 

107 

22.38 

65.27 

$60-$80K  | 

63 

13.18 

78.45 

>$80K  | 

103 

21.55 

100.00 

Total  | 

478 

100.00 

Refused, 

don ' t know , 

etc . : 100  = 

17.3%  of  ! 

A-12 


Appendix  1.  Questionnaire  Text  and  Tables 


Q21.  What  race  or  ethnic  group  do  you  identify  with? 


Q21  Ethnicity 

1 

Freq. 

Percent 

Cum. 

White 

i 

356 

63.23 

63.23 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

i 

65 

11.55 

74.78 

African  American 

i 

25 

4.44 

79.22 

Chinese 

i 

49 

8.70 

87.92 

Japanese 

i 

13 

2.31 

90.23 

Southeast  Asian 

i 

5 

0.89 

91.12 

Filipino 

Other  Asian  or 

i 

i 

16 

2 .84 

93.96 

Pacific  Islander 

i 

9 

1.60 

95.56 

Native  American 

i 

2 

0.36 

95.91 

Other 

i 

23 

4.09 

100.00 

Total  | 563  100.00 


Q22.  That  was  my  last  question.  Do  you  have  any  last  comments  or 
suggestions  you'd  like  to  make  before  we  end? 

[See  Appendix  2 for  respondents ' comments . ] 


Freq. 

Percent 

Q22  Comments  : 

Recorded  | 

192 

33.22 

Total  | 

578 

100.00 

Q23 . GENDER 

MALE /FEMALE 

Gender | 

)Freq . 

Percent 

Cum. 

Male  | 
Female  | 

275 

303 

47.58 

52.42 

47.58 

100.00 

Total  | 

578 

100.00 
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Appendix  2.  Respondents'  Comments 

Respondents  were  asked  for  comments  at  two  points  in  the  interview,  once  to  explain  a 
"poor"  rating  of  their  drinking  water  (Q1A:  47  comments),  and  at  the  end  of  the  interview 
(Q22:  191  comments).  The  comments  they  offered  reveal  a wide  range  of  opinions  about 
water  quality,  the  issues  raised  in  the  survey,  and  the  survey  itself. 

Comments  originally  in  Chinese  or  Spanish  have  been  translated  into  English. 

Item  Q1A. 

Ql.  My  first  question  is:  How  would  you  rate  the  quality  of  your  drinking  water-good, 
fair,  or  poor? 

IF  R ANSWERS  "POOR,"  ASK  Ql  A:  Q1A.  Whydoyourate  itpoor? 

The  majority  of  respondents  (91%)  rated  their  water  quality  "good"  or  "fair";  9%  rated  it 
"poor."  Those  who  rated  it  "poor"  were  asked  why.  Their  responses  follow  on  pages  A- 14 
and  A-15. 

Respondent's 

1P-DSL  Comment?, _(47) 

0008  It  has  a smell,  it's  not  clear,  and  it  looks  stained. 

0044  I couldn't  make  coffee  wit!}  it,  terrible  aftertaste,  inconsistent  quality. 

0056  It  tastes  bad. 

0088  Because  it's  human  treated  and  full  of  chemicals. 

0161  The  way  it  smells  and  tastes. 

0221  The  taste,  the  look,  and  ifs  unfluoridated  and  leaded  levels  are  a concern. 

0350  Because  it  smells  badly,  and  it  doesn't  taste  good  at  all. 

0483  The  water  has  bleach  in  it 

0534  It's  full  of  air  bubbles  and  looks  horrible. 

0558  Water  tastes  bad  even  though  my  pipes  are  new. 

0607  Tastes  terrible. 

0655  Not  drinkable. 

0659  Because  I get  sick  if  I don't  boil  the  water  before  drinking  it. 

0769  Because  it  tastes  very  bad. 
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0775 

0795 

0849 

0911 

0947 

0956 

0972 

1133 

1222 

1316 

1378 

1413 

1446 

1513 

1524 

1542 

1593 

1643 

1883 

1925 

1999 

2019 

2042 

2074 

2196 

2209 

2212 

2313 

2327 

2382 

2432 

2509 

2639 
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Because  it  comes  out  black,  it  isn't  good  to  drink,  we  only  use  it  to  bathe. 

Hard  water  tastes  nasty. 

Bad  taste  and  sediment  in  water. 

It  does  not  taste  good. 

It  smells  and  tastes  bad,  and  the  temperature  of  it  is  very  warm. 

I do  not  feel  safe  drinking  the  water  at  all. 

Tastes  terrible  and  there  is  lead  in  the  water. 

Tastes  like  chlorine,  and  has  a terrible  aftertaste. 

Lots  of  sediment  in  the  water.  It's  very  hard. 

Tastes  terrible.  I have  to  buy  bottled  water. 

It  doesn't  taste  good. 

It's  hard  water,  it's  not  like  Marin  water. 

I have  NSA  (water  filter)  to  improve  the  water  because  sometimes  it  tastes  a little 
fishy. 

It's  full  of  sediment,  red  gumminess,  must  buy  bottled  water. 

Sometimes  it  is  brown. 

The  taste  and  aftertaste  I don't  care  for. 

I had  a glass  this  morning  and  it  was  like  drinking  swimming  pool  water. 

Tastes  terrible,  but  not  as  bad  as  last  year.  The  rating  system  is  not  very  good,  you 
need  to  give  more  information. 

Tastes  bad,  I have  stomach  problems  so  I must  buy  my  own  water. 

It  did  not  taste  good. 

Tastes  like  crap.  I had  to  buy  a filter  to  drink  the  water. 

It  is  not  good  to  drink  because  it  doesn't  come  out  clean. 

The  taste  is  very  bad.  It  seems  to  be  very  impure.  It  has  a strange  color  to  it,  it  is  not 
clear. 

The  water  is  not  clean,  it  tastes  bad. 

It  tastes  funny. 

I have  to  boil  my  water  to  drink  it.  It  could  be  the  old  piping.  When  I run  the  water 
it's  kind  of  foamy /- 

Tastes  and  smells  strahge,  poor  quality. 

It  tastes  funny. 

It  tastes  awful,  and  we  have  to  use  bottled  water  for  drinking. 

Tastes  bad,  sometimes  the  color  is  strange,  sometimes  it  has  odor. 

Too  much  alkaline. 

I feel  it  has  a pretty  high  chlorine  and  sediment  content,  and  it  is  cloudy. 

Because  it  smells,  and  it  doesn't  taste  good. 
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Item  Q22.  That  was  my  last  question.  Do  you  have  any  last  comments  or  suggestions 

you'd  like  to  make  before  we  end? 

Respondent's 

ID  no.  Comments  (191) 

0008  This  interview  is  very  important  because  I am  from  a different  country.  I didn't  even 
know  where  the  water  came  from  or  the  activities  that  goes  with  that.  I have  really 
learned. 

0028  Environment  could  be  better.  The  park  across  the  street  with  tall  grasses  and  weeds. 

0044  A couple  of  questions  were  kind  of  confusing.  It  is  hard  to  answer  some  of  the 

questions  without  knowing  the  current  level  of  revenue.  It  would  be  nice  to  know 
the  size  of  the  watersheds. 

0070  It  is  excellent  to  give  opinions,  very  concise,  easy  to  follow,  informative.  I am  glad 
the  work  is  to  be  done,  professional  and  friendly. 

0075  We  like  the  availability  of  the  watersheds  now.  We  use  it  for  hiking. 

0079  No  golf  courses  and  no  quarrying. 

0088  Stick  to  your  job  when  you  get  customers  like  me. 

0090  The  structure  of  the  questions  such  as  the  somewhat  agree/disagree  are  not  specific 
enough.  If  I somewhat  agree  that  means  I also  somewhat  disagree. 

0 1 04  The  best  is  not  to  increase  the  water  bill.  Not  to  increase  it  each  year. 

0120  It  seems  to  me  that  the  protection  of  the  watershed  really  has  to  be  protected, 

although  you  realize  that  there  is  great  pressure  to  allow  people  in.  The  primary  goal 
should  be  protection. 

0122  I don't  believe  we  need  greater  access  to  the  watersheds  due  to  the  many  national 
parks  and  other  recreational  sources. 

0135  There  should  be  no  greater  public  access  to  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir.  It's  a 

recreational  area— there  are  many  other  beautiful  places  and  locations  to  go.  Leave 
our  drinking  water  alone.  There  is  enough  access  as  it  is. 

0139  I think  we  need  to  preserve  whatever  we  can  preserve. 

0169  Water  is  going  to  become  ipore  and  more  valuable.  We  should  think. 

0190  I live  in  Redwood  City  but  I work  in  Livermore,  where  the  water  quality  is  much 
lower.  You  would  hate  to  see  it  go  down. 

0197  Comment  shorter. 

0199  Service  and  water  very  good  here,  the  best  I've  had.  Need  to  use  water  much  more 
because  of  disability. 

0202  Don't  want  it  to  be  used  for  more  recreation. 

0217  I would  like  to  see  population  growth  control  in  the  area  around  the  Bay  Area.  Also 
need  pollution  control.  Curb  government  spending  so  my  tax  bills  won't  keep  going 
up. 

0228  People  who  want  to  spend  time  at  the  watershed  should  pay  for  it. 

0237  I would  be  glad  to  see  the  Water  Department  continue  to  provide  a quality  product 
and  not  to  over  allow  public  access  because  it  would  hurt  the  environment. 
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0248  There  were  some  questions  that  precluded  some  other  options  such  as  raising 
existing  fees  on  existing  revenue-producing  activities. 

0258  I think  the  Water  Department  should  cut  down  costs  somewhere  else,  rather  than 
considering  charging  the  customers. 

0277  I pay  my  water  bill  to  Palo  Alto,  what  is  connection  between  Palo  Alto  and 
SFWD?  Why  was  my  phone  number  selected? 

0280  I would  prefer  to  see  the  questionnaire  in  writing.  I'm  concerned  about  toxics  in  the 
ground.  # 

0285  I think  there  should  be  more  activities  such  as  water  skiing  and  renting  boats,  as  long 
as  it  does  not  affect  the  drinking  water. 

0287  The  questions  become  so  simplified,  and  the  interviewer  has  so  little  information  to 
provide,  that  it  is  difficult  to  make  informed  responses.  If  I was  educated  in  the 
issues,  I would  be  able  to  provide  informed  answers.  As  it  is  I can't  provide 
qualified,  constructive  answers. 

0303  I don't  think  public  access  needs  to  be  increased.  For  hunting  they  should  do  a 
lottery  for  tags  for  overpopulated  species  at  certain  times,  including  fishing. 

0316  I think  we  have  to  protect  our  watersheds  at  all  cost. 

0317  lam  against  more  public  access,  we  have  enough. 

0334  I would  prefer  that  they  keep  as  many  people  as  possible  out  of  my  drinking  water. 

0350  I think  you  are  doing  a very  good  thing. 

0359  I want  better  quality,  less  chemical  taste. 

0383  I think  that  this  survey  is  considerably  too  long.  I also  think  that  many  of  these 
questions  are  misleading. 

0386  Golf  courses  are  fine  if  no  gasoline  operated  carts  are  used,  the  club  house  maintains 
pollution,  and  tree  cutting  and  overusage  of  water. 

0406  I am  very  much  against  allowing  greater  public  access  into  the  watershed  areas. 

0417  Leave  things  the  way  they  are,  if  you  can  increase  revenue  without  using  more  water 
or  ruining  the  watersheds  okay,  but  don't  destroy  anymore. 

0424  They  should  check  |he  long  term  effects  of  chlorine  on  people  because  of  the  risks  of 
cancer.  Most  water-districts  are  lax  on  EPA  standards.  I am  concerned  that  San 
Francisco  may  be  also.-!  San  Francisco  Water  Department  should  check  the  chlorine 
levels  to  see  the  risks  of  cancer  on  some  people.  Water  districts  should  send  out 
information  on  water  quality  to  its  customers  at  least  annually. 

0428  I am  not  happy  with  the  Water  Department's  service  at  all. 

0454  Are  they  thinking  of  increasing  public  access  to  these  areas?  I think  that  no  one 

should  be  allowed  to  use  the  reservoir  areas,  they  should  be  used  for  drinking  water 
only.  I pay  too  high  of  a sewer  bill. 

0462  I'm  concerned  about  the  amount  of  chlorine  and  chemicals  in  the  water. 

0468  I don't  like  paying  for  sewage  cost.  We  put  a tree  in  our  yard  and  when  we  water  our 
plant  we  have  to  pay  for  sewage. 

0489  Development  or  building. 
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0518  If  they  recycle  and  use  the  water  wisely,  for  necessary  uses,  we  wouldn't  have  such  a 
problem. 

0582  1 don't  think  the  city  should  balance  its  budget  on  selling  water. 

0634  I'd  like  to  suggest  I will  be  willing  to  pay  user  fees  because  it  is  appropriate. 

0654  Our  water  is  so  hard  it  ruins  the  sink,  the  chrome  and  faucet  we  have  to  wipe 
often.  The  water  bill  is  too  high. 

0655  Provide  drinkable  bottled  water  at  a low  cost  to  the  public. 

0668  I think  you  consider  splitting  water  quality  into  solvent  and  biological  water 
quality.  Boats  should  be  allowed.  Some  of  the  questions,  the  choices  are  not 
allowed.  Golf  courses  and  boats  introduce  chemicals.  Horses,  people,  and  dogs  have 
different  chemicals.  Management  of  access,  you  can  bring  people  into  a small  part  of 
the  area. 

0676  I can't  say  how  to  increase  public  access. 

0677  I can't  imagine  how  to  answer  half  the  questions  because  I don't  use  the  area.  As  far 
as  opening  it  up  to  public  use,  I don't  know. 

0678  Quit  asking  people  their  ethnicity  background.  Everyone  is  American. 

0704  I see  those  areas  not  just  as  a watershed  but  also  as  a wildlife  sanctuary.  We  need  to 
keep  those  areas  protected.  Please  don't  destroy  those  areas.  Golf  courses, 
quarrying,  etc.  could  be  damaging.  What  are  they  mining?  Great  educational 
opportunities.  Okay  to  walk  dogs  on  the  outside  edge,  and  perhaps  a dog  area 
without  leashes  like  Fort  Mason. 

0752  I think  the  water  bill  is  too  high,  even  though  some  households  are  strict  on  water  use 
within  that  household. 

0769  Do  everything  you  can  to  keep  things  in  a stable  and  natural  environment  without 
using  more  treatment. 

0772  Some  questions  are  based  on  assumptions  I do  not  necessarily  agree  with,  how  can  I 
answer? 

0777  I am  interested  in  public  hearings  about  the  watershed  and  input  from  users. 

0790  I have  a concern  aboiit  .the  use  of  chemical  fertilizers  on  the  golf  courses,  and  in  the 
nurseries.  What  chemicals  are  used  to  deter  insects  and  bugs? 

0830  I would  not  like  to  see  greiter  public  access.  The  water  is  being  polluted  and  I don't 
know  what  future  generations  will  do. 

0864  Spend  the  money  more  diligently.  It  doesn't  make  sense  to  provide  more  services 
and  then  charge  nonusers  for  them. 

0868  Bills  vary  every  month.  I'm  not  sure  about  how  much  extra  money  should  be  paid. 

0875  What  the  hell  happened  to  our  wells?  I forgot  about  the  domestic  supply  of  water. 

0887  Make  sure  the  water  quality  is  good  because  it  is  good  for  the  human  body. 

0902  Questions  need  to  provide  more  background  information. 

0922  I want  more  information  on  the  reason  for  this  survey,  a number  to  call. 

093 1 People  should  not  be  allowed  in  the  watershed.  They  pollute  the  water,  and  the 
chemicals  to  treat  the  water  are  bad  for  us. 

0935  I wish  the  Water  Department  would  lower  its  prices. 
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0947  The  Water  Department  should  do  something  about  the  water  in  Foster  City,  it  has  got 
to  be  the  worst  in  the  world.  Instead  of  concerning  themselves  with  this  other  stuff, 
giving  us  good  drinking  water  should  be  first  priority. 

0954  Are  the  watersheds  short  on  funds  or  in  danger  of  maintaining  safe  water?  Is  that 

why  this  survey  is  taking  place?  I don't  condone  increasing  public  access  if  it  means 
that  more  chemicals  will  be  needed  to  treat  the  water. 

0956  We  don't  mind  paying  more  in  water  bills,  but  we  hope  the  water  can  really  be  safe  to 
drink. 

0964  Open  the  watersheds  for  more  public  use  and  charge  users.  I think  that  people 
should  be  allowed  in  the  watersheds. 

0966  The  service  from  the  Water  Department  is  very  good. 

0967  I am  concerned  about  it  being  open  to  the  public  because  of  the  harm  that  it  would 
cause  to  the  environment. 

0987  The  Bay  is  in  bad  shape.  It  has  gotten  bad  in  the  last  ten  years.  The  fishing  is  very 
bad. 

1 000  Take  care  of  our  water. 

1009  Y ou'd  better  get  the  questions  right. 

1027  I want  the  same  privileges  as  the  politicians  do. 

1082  Do  not  raise  public  access  or  water  bills. 

1106  I have  this  feeling  that  we  sell  a lot  of  water  to  other  places,  it  is  a misuse  of  the 
water.  Money  used  for  that  type  of  management  is  destroying  our  wetlands.  The 
accounting  system  for  the  SFWD  is  a mess.  We  need  a better  system  for  paying  bills 
and  trouble  shooting. 

1116  The  watershed  should  be  kept  free  from  public  use. 

1122  lam  concerned  about  water  quality  and  the  environment. 

1158  The  Crystal  Springs  lake  should  be  made  accessible  to  the  public.  I am  a native  of 
the  area  and  desire  more  access  to  what  is  available. 

1178  No  motorboat  or  fertilizer  runoffs. 

1182  The  sewer  chargd  is  too  high. 

1195  Because  of  the  drought,  the  cost  of  water  has  not  been  reduced.  Now  that  we  have 
adequate  water  I woul&  like  to  see  our  costs  go  down. 

1248  The  Bay  Area  Regional  Trail  could  go  through  the  watershed  without  disturbing  the 
water  quality.  It  is  a good  idea  to  do  it 

1269  I would  not  like  to  see  any  increase  in  the  watershed  areas  other  than  horses  and 
hiking— no  bikes,  fishing,  camping,  or  boating.  I think  it  would  be  a good  idea  to 
have  parking  areas  available  on  the  edge  of  the  watershed  areas  so  that  people  could 
walk  to  the  watershed  areas;  horse  trailers  as  well. 

1273  Just  how  good  is  the  quality  of  our  water? 

1307  It's  time  to  allow  hiking  in  the  watersheds.  Many  other  watersheds  allow  access  to 
the  watershed  areas.  Do  it  now! 

1311  Environmental  protection  and  water  quality  are  very  important. 

1313  Remove  the  lien  on  the  water  bills.  The  tax  is  plenty! 
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1314  Perhaps  we  could  make  available  more  venues  for  depositing  used  oil.  Making  it 
mandatory  for  gas  stations  to  accept  used  oil.  This  is  a main  issue  with  water 
pollution.  When  they  said  there  was  a shortage,  they  raised  the  prices.  Why  do  they 
raise  them  again  when  there  is  a lot  of  water,  instead  of  reducing  them?  Now  you're 
asking  us  to  raise  prices  again.  House  values  go  up  and  down,  why  not  water? 

1316  For  senior  citizens  the  water  bill  is  very  high. 

1377  Start  working  on  a desalination  plant  where  water  can  be  taken  from  the  ocean  and 
purified  for  customers. 

1378  The  questions  seem  weighted,  they  should  be  phrased  differently  to  make  them  easier 
to  comprehend.  Otherwise  you  are  doing  a good  job. 

1 379  The  water  tastes  bad,  especially  in  the  morning  because  of  old  pipes. 

1382  I am  a senior  and  I think  the  Water  Department  should  charge  less  for  seniors. 

1386  Certain  questions  are  slanted,  it  did  not  allow  for  variation  in  responses. 

1387  Lower  the  prices,  it's  getting  crazy.  You  ration,  raise  the  prices,  etc. 

1 390  I agree  with  the  policy  of  less  access  to  the  watershed  to  preserve  the  watersheds. 

1407  They  should  have  more  control  as  people  and  companies  use  the  water. 

1438  Everything  has  to  be  in  moderation  in  regards  to  allowing  access  to  the  park. 

1454  We  all  should  be  willing  to  pay  additional  water  bills  to  insure  a better  quality  of 
water. 

1 459  Los  Angeles  should  build  their  own  watersheds. 

1 47 1 The  water  bills  are  way  too  high. 

1474  1 am  very  satisfied  with  the  place  I go,  and  feel  people  respect  it  as  is. 

1478  I think  the  Bay  Area  is  blessed  with  all  kinds  of  activities,  and  many  areas  don't  have 
the  opportunity  for  the  outdoor  activity  as  we  do. 

1513  No  extra  bureaucracy.  Do  good  with  water. 

1517  Don't  change  anything,  if  it's  working  well  don't  bother  with  it. 

1 550  I would  like  to  see  more  natural  activities  on  the  watershed.  No  golf  courses,  which 
take  up  a lot  of  space,  and  poisons  the  ground.  I don't  want  trash  or  motor  oil  on  the 
ground. 

1593  I think  some  of  the  bui  words  overlapped. 

1 598  Increase  the  quality  of  the  Water.  Several  of  us  in  this  area  have  to  purchase  water 
because  quality  is  low. 

1606  When  you  ask  more  questions  could  you  please  be  more  specific  like  "Water 
Activities"— water  slides  or  what? 

1612  I marvel  at  how  good  the  water  has  always  been  the  last  1 5 years  in  Hayward,  but 
with  the  drought  ending  the  water  does  not  taste  the  same  as  before,  why? 

1623  Just  send  information  before  conducting  an  interview.  It  was  too  long  and  people 
don't  know  what  it's  about. 

1638  I use  bottled  water  all  the  time.  I don't  like  the  taste  of  the  water,  it  is  very  different 
on  the  other  side  of  the  Peninsula. 
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1643  I think  these  questions  can  only  be  answered  by  the  Water  Department.  If  they  study 
this  stuff,  they  can  send  you  a survey.  It  is  hard  to  know  how  to  answer  without 
knowing  any  background.  I am  not  educated  enough  to  answer  all  these  questions. 

1 664  I feel  that  I'm  being  overcharged. 

1665  I'm  glad  that  recreational  uses  are  being  considered.  I \isit  the  Calaveras  watershed, 
and  I feel  like  I’m  on  the  outside  looking,  in.  It  is  totally  restricted.  I don't  feel 
comfortable  because  I can't  even  stop  to  watch  wildlife  or  whatever.  It  states  clearly 
that  no  loitering  is  allowed.  It  just  seems  like  I could  never  spend  the  time  I want  to. 

1 676  Be  careful  with  access  to  watersheds. 

1 682  I think  the  watershed  area  should  have  restricted  access  to  keep  the  water  clean. 

1684  Most  important  is  the  environmental  impact,  then  we'll  do  it 

1691  San  Francisco  is  known  in  the  Bay  Area  for  having  good  drinking  water  and  I want 
to  keep  it  the  best  natural  area  By  bringing  other  activities  into  the  area  where  the 
water  is  stored  will  naturally  bring  pollution  to  that  area  The  Bay  Area  has  plenty  of 
recreation  available  for  people  that  there  doesn't  need  to  be  more  access  to  this  area! 
More  access  just  means  more  possibility  for  pollution. 

1718  I hope  that  they  use  common  sense  in  their  decision. 

1 730  Just  on  water  quality,  just  concerned  about  what  water  chemical  levels  are,  whether  it 
is  safe.  What  is  the  government  guideline  about  whether  it  is  safe— knowing  where 
the  water  is  processed?  I'd  like  to  know7  more  information  about  safe  quality. 

1738  These  studies  are  very  important  Many  people  don't  know  how  important  water  care 
is.  I like  these  questions. 

1766  Keep  people  away  because  we  are  the  ones  causing  all  the  pollution. 

1816  Households  should  not  assume  the  cost  of  watershed  users.  The  water  bill  is  too 
high. 

1817  We  need  better  water  quality.  This  is  very  important  Need  consistent  type  of 
billing,  it's  not  very  accurate.  We  need  people  who  know  what  they're  doing  about 
measuring  water  usage  for  water  bills.  Water  is  very  important— you  can't  live 
without  it  ’ ?- 

1831  We  have  so  much  locus  on  the  natural  environment  that  we  forget  that  people  need  to 
survive.  Man  is  the  endangered  species. 

1 834  There  are  other  ways  to  raise  the  money  than  by  mining  the  reservoirs. 

1 836  If  they  are  going  to  allow  more  people  into  the  water,  they  should  do  it  with  guided 
tours  and  public  education.  Have  some  sort  of  licensing  process  before  a person  is 
allowed  to  go  into  the  watershed.  I wsould  rather  keep  the  watershed  the  way  it  is 
because  I don't  want  more  pollution. 

1839  Keep  the  standards  and  reinforcements  high. 

1841  If  you  use  it,  you  should  pay  for  it  User  fees  are  a good  idea. 

1 845  I'm  pretty  satisfied  with  how  the  watershed  is  managed  right  now7.  I would  like  to 
see  them  opening  up  to  well-managed  access. 
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1 862  The  way  the  survey  is  set  up,  the  responses  become  biased  to  the  effect  that  what 

people  would  do  with  increased  access.  If  you  do  not  want  increased  public  access, 
it  is  not  that  clear  in  the  survey.  I do  not  want  increased  public  access. 

1 866  I feel  like  a golf  course  would  only  be  for  a limited  amount  of  people.  If  they  want 
to  build  it  they  should  pay  for  the  costs  of  impact.  I have  three  disabilities  that  are 
hidden,  and  I cannot  do  any  physical  work  or  standing  for  any  length  of  time.  I feel 
like  after  I knew  it  was  closed  (reference  to  Buddha  Temple  near  Crystal  Springs 
Reservoir),  it  was  like  when  I was  working  and  paid  taxes.  I didn't  get  a return  on 
my  tax  money  since  I can't  use  it  now.  It  is  kind  of  a shame  that  you  have  natural 
land  and  open  space  and  can't  use  it.  The  Water  Temple  is  filled  with  drug  users  and 
I can't  use  it. 

1 879  I think  the  survey  is  great  because  it  gives  us  a chance  to  express  our  opinion  about 
the  environment. 

1 883  People  with  large  amounts  of  bank  allocations  left  should  be  rewarded  or  reimbursed 
for  following  Water  Department  imposed  regulations. 

1 925  Why  don't  you  conduct  the  survey  in  the  morning? 

1933  I'd  like  to  keep  motorized  vehicles  out  of  those  areas,  and  motorboats  out  of 
watersheds. 

1935  I think  that  thing  about  additional  studies  provides  the  feedback  about  what  is 
happening  and  where  you  are  going. 

1 93  8 Watersheds  should  just  be  left  alone.  I think  it  would  be  hard  to  let  people  in, 

because  once  you  let  people  in  other  groups  will  try  to  get  in.  It  is  a bad  idea.  There 
are  parks,  the  ocean,  and  the  bay  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  worst  thing  is  the  golf 
courses,  just  leave  the  bloody  things  alone. 

1942  The  Water  Department  must  look  into  the  additional  activities.  They  must  consider 
all  of  the  ramifications  before  settling  on  their  decisions. 

1 968  Everything  possible  should  be  done  to  give  us  the  best  drinking  water  possible. 

1970  The  plant  nurseries  should  be  for  native  plants  only.  I am  in  favor  of  making  the  area 
available,  but  it  needs' to  be  very  carefully  planned  to  assure  quality  control. 

1 975  I'm  glad  that  this  survey  is  being  taken  strongly.  I believe  that  Hetch  Hetchy  water 
resources  deserve  the  highest  degree  of  protection. 

1 979  The  survey  is  too  long!  Don't  raise  rates  of  water  bill  because  if  s too  high. 

2007  I used  to  be  part  owner  of  a fishing  boat  Regardless  of  how  hard  we  tried  to  keep 
pollution  from  going  on,  we  would  get  someone  with  a six  pack  of  beer  and  they 
would  pollute.  Keep  the  people  out  of  the  watersheds  because  they  don't  know  how 
to  respect  it. 

2022  The  drinking  water  they  are  delivering  in  the  water  is  from  tap  water,  how  can  we  be 
assured  that  this  is  spring  water  and  what  is  the  difference?  I'm  told  they  are 
cheating  the  public. 

2056  We  live  by  Crystal  Springs  so  I'm  glad  they're  asking  the  public  what  they  think. 

2057  We  have  had  such  a tremendous  price  increase  as  it  is.  I conserve  as  best  as  I can 
and  it  troubles  me  to  think  about  having  to  pay  more  money. 
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2058  Having  a meeting  forum  would  be  helpful,  and  additional  questionnaires  and  surveys 
would  be  helpful  too. 

2059  When  I think  of  additional  water  recreational  facilities,  I don't  think  of  the  reservoirs 
as  a place  where  that  would  be  provided.  Parks,  pools,  and  man-made  lakes  are 
okay. 

2060  I think  there  should  be  more  activities  to  preserve  the  natural  environment. 

2068  Keep  my  Crystal  Springs  watershed  as  natural  as  possible. 

2151  I don't  think  the  watershed  should  be  open  to  the  public.  There  are  lots  of  other 
places  to  hike.  It  sounds  like  you  want  to  open  the  watersheds  to  the  public. 

2196  They  try  to  use  every  excuse  to  charge  us  more  for  water  bills.  I do  not  think  that's 
right. 

2211  It  is  hard  to  answer  the  questions  without  background  information  or  without  really 
thinking  about  it.  Some  of  the  responses  may  be  inaccurate,  because  this  is  a 
complicated  survey. 

2224  I think  the  water  should  be  protected  from  the  public,  and  not  expand  the  use. 

2225  It  is  good  for  you  guys  doing  this  right  now.  It  is  just  perfect.  There  are  lots  of 
places  for  people,  there  should  be  access  to  it 

2230  I hope  that  they  don't  expand  too  much  use  there.  I think  that  Crystal  Springs  and 
other  reservoirs  are  serving  their  purpose  well. 

2240  Water  conservation  is  more  important  than  recreational  activities. 

2270  Thank  you,  I appreciate  the  Water  Department  for  conducting  this  survey.  I 
appreciate  SFSU  for  being  a part  of  it,  and  I appreciate  the  interviewer  for 
completing  the  survey  in  ten  minutes. 

2272  Keep  the  water  as  pure  as  possible,  keep  safe  the  natural  environment,  keep  water  as 
pure  as  possible,  keep  environment  safe. 

2298  Why  do  we  want  to  add  more  costs  to  an  already  costly  and  not  very  prolific 
resource,  and  therefore  making  it  even  more  costly? 

2300  It's  a shame  that  the  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  can't  be  used  without  spoiling  it  in  any 
way.  ^ 

2318  Natural  resources  are  most  important 

2320  Why  haven't  rates  come  down  since  the  drought  is  over? 

2344  We  don't  try  the  water,  we  drink  only  bottled  water.  Insure  that  water  supply 
continues,  and  leave  it  untreated,  and  that  is  number  one  for  us. 

2352  I don't  think  that  motorized  boats  are  good  for  the  animals. 

2413  I don't  like  the  questions  with  regard  to  increasing  access  or  use.  It  implies  consent 
to  that. 

2422  The  water  system  today  is  exceptional. 

2430  I do  not  want  greater  public  access.  It  pollutes  the  water  we  drink. 

2434  I think  that  the  access  should  be  paid  for  by  the  people  who  use  the  place,  and 
additional  fees  should  be  paid  for  by  those  people. 

2441  This  is  good. 
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2443  I'm  a Hayward  resident  and  I approve  of  the  way  the  Water  Department  is  going 
about  asking  their  customers  about  the  land  and  water  usage. 

2449  I do  not  want  increased  public  access,  it  would  ruin  the  water. 

2466  More  background  information  would  be  helpful.  It  would  be  easier  to  answer 
questions  as  far  as  public  access. 

2470  I want  nice,  clean,  drinkable  water. 

2472  Keep  the  water  pure  and  hit  the  people  that  are  contaminating  it. 

2477  The  main  thing  is  to  maintain  the  quality  of  the  water.  Do  not  provide  more  public 
access  to  the  watersheds. 

2509  I'm  not  in  favor  of  increasing  public  access  to  watersheds.  I would  be  in  favor  of 

increased  revenue-producing  activities  to  increase  water  quality  overall,  but  not  just 
to  allow  greater  public  access. 

252 1 Mark  trail  heads  better  to  encourage  people  to  stay  on  them. 

2547  Questionnaire  could  use  some  help.  It  is  good  that  someone  is  doing  research,  and  I 
hope  that  there  is  more  access  to  Crystal  Springs. 

2556  I appreciate  the  Water  Department  research  and  thoroughness  in  preparing  to  make 
these  decisions  about  increasing  access  to  watersheds. 

2579  No  access  whatsoever  to  reservoirs. 

2611  I would  like  Crystal  Springs  to  be  opened  more  to  the  public,  but  not  a whole  lot 

more.  I would  like  to  see  more  access  for  hiking  trails  like  Sawyer  Creek  Road.  And 
more  dirt  trails  on  the  other  side  of  Sawyer  Camp  Road  and  on  the  other  side  of  the 
reservoir. 

2628  Improving  water  quality  is  very  important  for  the  environment. 

2637  I know  that  there  was  another  golf  course  to  be  opened.  Golf  course  recreation 
creates  a lot  of  revenue  without  harming  the  environment  if  properly  cared  for. 

2646  I hope  you  can  take  care  of  the  water  because  sometimes  I step  back  and  it  looks  as  if 
two  dirty  children  have  taken  a bath  in  it. 

2679  Some  questions  are  contradictory,  it  all  depends. 

& 
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Appendix  3.  Sampling  and  Other  Technical  Issues 

1.  Sampling 

A sample  of  persons  in  578  households  was  interviewed.  The  response  rate  was  49.7%  of 
the  persons  successfully  contacted  by  an  interviewer  and  eligible  and  able  to  complete  an 
interview. 

The  sample  frame  consisted  of  2,628  randomly  generated  telephone  numbers,  provided  by 
Survey  Sampling,  Inc.,  with  area  codes  and  prefixes  located  in  postal  ZIP  codes  served  by 
the  San  Francisco  Water  Department.  The  interview  questionnaire  was  written  in  English 
and  translated  into  Spanish  and  Chinese.  Respondents  who  spoke  Spanish  or  Chinese  (either 
the  Cantonese  or  Mandarin  dialect)  were  given  the  opportunity  to  be  interviewed  in  their 
native  language. 

The  578  interviews  completed  included  48  conducted  in  Spanish  or  Chinese— 8.3%  of  the  to- 
tal. Table  A-l  provides  a breakdown  of  these  interviews  by  the  language  or  dialect  in  which 
they  were  conducted.  These  48  interviews  almost  certainly  would  not  have  been  conducted 
if  the  questionnaire  had  mot  been  translated  and  interviewers  had  not  been  available  to 

conduct  interviews  in  those  languages,  and  their 
inclusion  in  the  sample  significantly  improves  its 
representativeness. 

The  survey  was  conducted  in  the  two  week 
period  beginning  Sept  18,  1993  and  ending  Octo- 
ber 3,  1993.  Interviews  were  conducted  at  the 
Public  Research  Institute's  Computer  Assisted 
Telephone  Interviewing  (CATI)  facility.  Data 
collection  and  call  scheduling  were  accomplished 
through  use  of  Computer  Assisted  Survey 
Execution  System  (CASES)  software. 
Respondents  were  called  up  to  20  times  at 


Table  A-1.  Foreign-Language 
Interviews 


Language 

Frequency 

Percent 

Spanish 

26 

57.9 

Cantonese 

19 

34.2 

Mandarin 

3 

7.9 

Total 

48 

100.0 
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varying  times  and  on  varying  days  of  the  week,  including  weekends,  in  an  attempt  to  contact 
as  many  households  in  the  sample  frame  as  possible.  Table  A-2  summarizes  the  outcomes 
for  all  telephone  numbers  called  as  of  the  end  of  interviewing. 

Table  A-2.  Final  Outcomes  for  All 
Telephone  Numbers  Called 


Final  Outcome  Frequency  Percent 


Eligible  for  interview 


Refused  to  participate 

584 

22.2 

Completed  interview 

578 

22.0 

Not  eligible  for  interview 

Called,  no  answer 

628 

23.9 

Disconnected  or 
not  a voice  number 

432 

16.4 

Not  a household  or 
not  in  service  area 

325 

12.4 

Unable  to  interview* 

81 

3.1 

Total 

2628 

100.0 

* "Unable  to  interview"  includes  persons  who  spoke 
languages  other  than  English,  Spanish,  Cantonese  or 
Mandarin;  or  who  had  a speech  or  hearing  impairment. 

The  overall  response  rate  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  total  number  of  completed  in- 
terviews by  the  total  number  of  respondents  known  to  be  eligible  (completed  interviews  plus 
refusals):  578/(578  + 584)  = 49.7%,  an  acceptable  standard  for  public-policy  interviews  of 
this  kind. 

Map  A-l  shows  the  ZIP  codes  for  the  areas  sampled.  The  distribution  of  completed  in- 
terviews over  ZIP  codes  is  shown  in  Table  A-3.  The  observations  are  well  spread  out  over 
the  service  area— random  selection  produces  some  clustering  in  any  case— and  concentrations 
of  cases  correspond  well  to  concentrations  of  population. 
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MapA-1.  ZIP  Codes  Surveyed 
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Table  A-3.  Sample  Frequencies  by  ZIP  Codes 


Number  Percent  Number  Percent 

in  of  in  of 


ZIP  Code 

City * Sample 

Sample 

ZIP  Code 

City * Sample 

Sample 

94002 

Belmont 

5 

0.87% 

94117 

San  Francisco 

14 

2.42% 

94005 

Brisbane 

2 

0.35 

94118 

" " 

18 

3.11 

94010 

Burlingame 

21 

3.63 

94121 

11 

1.90 

94015 

Daly  City  (part) 

22 

3.81 

94122 

18 

3.11 

94019 

Half  Moon  Bay 

4 

0.69 

94123 

11 

1.90 

94022 

Los  Altos  Hills 

7 

1.21 

94124 

" " 

6 

1.04 

94025 

Menlo  Park 

10 

1.73 

94127 

n n 

10 

1.73 

94027 

" 

1 

0.17 

94131 

" " 

12 

2.08 

94028 

" " 

2 

0.35 

94132 

8 

1.38 

94030 

Millbrae 

2 

0.35 

94133 

4 

0.69 

94035 

Moffett  Field 

0 

0.00 

94134 

•i  •• 

6 

1.04 

94040 

Mountain  View 

10 

1.73 

94301 

Palo  Alto  (incl. 

6 

1.04 

94041 

" " 

6 

1.04 

94303 

E.  Palo  Alto  and 

15 

2.60 

94043 

" 

9 

1.56 

94304 

Stanford  U.) 

1 

0.17 

94044 

Pacifica 

14 

2.42 

94305 

n .1 

1 

0.17 

94061 

Redwood  City 

14 

2.42 

94306 

H n 

12 

2.08 

94062 

••  ii 

12 

2.08 

94401 

San  Mateo 

•7 

1.21 

94063 

" " 

11 

1.90 

94402 

" " 

9 

1.56 

94065 

it  .1 

2 

0.35 

94403 

••  •• 

14 

2.42 

94066 

San  Bruno 

9 

1.56 

94404 

Foster  City 

11 

1.90 

94070 

San  Carlos 

12 

2.08 

94536 

Fremont 

8 

1.38 

94089 

Sunnyvale  (part) 

i 3 

0,52 

94538 

•i  ii 

5 

0.87 

94102 

San  Francisco 

6 

1.04 

94539 

•i  ti 

10 

1.73 

94103 

H it 

5!  . 

0.87 

94541 

Hayward 

4 

0.69 

94104 

" 

0 

i 0.00 

94542 

ii  ii 

2 

0.35 

94105 

•i  ii 

0 

0.00 

94544 

" " 

9 

1.56 

94107 

n ii 

3 

0.52 

94545 

" 

11 

1.90 

94108 

..  •• 

2 

0.35 

94555 

Fremont 

8 

1.38 

94109 

n ii 

12 

2.08 

94560 

Newark 

18 

3.11 

94110 

n n 

21 

3.63 

94587 

Union  City 

9 

1.56 

94111 

H .1 

1 

0.17 

95002 

Alviso 

0 

0.00 

94112 

" 

28 

4.84 

95035 

Milpitas 

11 

1.90 

94114 

ii  ii 

10 

1.73 

95054 

Santa  Clara  (part) 

1 

0.17 

94115 

•i  •• 

8 

1.38 

95134 

San  Jose  (part) 

0 

0.00 

94116 

" " 

14 

2.42 

Total 

578 

100.00 

* Includes  unincorporated  areas  adjacent  to  some  cities. 
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2.  Missing  Values,  Refusals,  "Don't  Know"  Responses,  Etc. 

Missing  values  because  of  failure  to  ask  questions  or  to  record  or  transcribe  responses  were 
held  essentially  to  zero  for  this  survey  because  interviewers  asked  questions  directly  from  a 
computer  terminal  which  controls  the  presentation  of  questions,  and  they  entered  responses 
directly  into  the  computer,  which  requires  an  entry  to  advance  to  the  next  question  and 
screens  out  many  kinds  of  erroneous  entries.  Preparation  of  data  for  analysis  was  also  han- 
dled entirely  by  computer,  with  no  transcription  of  data  from  paper  forms,  which  is  prone  to 
error. 

Refusals  and  "don't  know"  responses  do  occur.  Some  respondents  simply  don't  know  how 
they  feel  about  an  issue,  and  some  refuse  to  answer  sensitive  questions.  In  this  survey, 
refusals  to  answer,  "don't  know"  or  "not  sure"  responses,  and  the  like,  greater  than  5%  were 
encountered  on  only  seven  questions  (Table  A-4). 

Table  A-4.  Refusals,  Don't  Know,  Etc. 


Percent  refused, 

Item  don't  know,  etc. 


Q2  Satisfaction  with  recreational  opportunities  8.0% 

Q3  Satisfaction  with  environmental  protection  7.8 

Q7  Preference  for  degree  of  public  access  5.4 

Q13C  Expand  revenue  producing  activities  for  access?  7.4 
Q14  How  much  more/mo.  pay  for  access?  36.5 


Q14A  How  much  more/mo.  pay  for  access?— asked  only 
of  respondents  who  had  already  refused  to 
answer  or  answered  "Don't  Know"  to  Q 1 4 13.7 

Q20  Income!  17.3 


Refusals/don't  knows  at  these  levels  are  not  a problem;  they  are  for  the  most  part  probably 
genuine  "don't  knows,"  except  for  the  sensitive  question  of  income.  Although  the  pretest 
had  brought  out  some  sensitivity  on  the  question  about  ethnicity  (Q21),  only  15  people, 
2.6%  of  the  578  respondents  in  the  survey  proper,  refused  to  answer  this  question. 

Responses  to  questions  about  allowing  particular  activities  in  watersheds  (Q9  and  Qll) 
contained  fewer  than  5%  refusals/don't  knows.  These  questions  presented  response  options 
of  "Allowed"  and  "Not  allowed,"  set  forth  in  the  main  question  before  responses  to  each 
activity  were  requested.  Respondents  who  said  "Depends"  were  recorded  as  "Depends";  in 
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addition,  respondents  who  were  initially  reluctant  to  choose  "Allowed"  or  "Not  allowed"  for 
a particular  activity  were  prompted  with,  "Would  you  say  Allowed,  Not  allowed,  or 
Depends?"  "Depends"  drew  between  4%  and  13%  of  responses  to  the  activities  questions. 
Prompting  for  "Depends"  probably  reduced  substantially  the  number  of  refusals  and  don't 
knows  that  otherwise  would  have  been  recorded. 

Because  responses  of  refused,  don't  know,  etc.,  occurred  at  low  levels,  they  have  been 
omitted  from  most  presentations  of  data  in  this  report  Percentages  were  calculated  and 
relationships  assessed  on  the  basis  of  responses  to  the  categories  presented  by  the 
questionnaire. 
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September  1996 


TECHNICAL  MEMORANDUM  NO.  12 
WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING  PROCESS 


DATE:  September  1996 

PREPARED  BY:  EDAW,  Inc. 

SUBJECT:  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 


The  following  memorandum  was  prepared  during  the  course  of  the  watershed 
management  plan  process.  The  information  presented  represents  information  gathered  at 
a specific  point  in  time  during  the  planning  process  and  does  not  necessarily  represent  the 
information  contained  in  the  Watershed  Management  Plans.  Some  of  the  items  may  have 
been  further  refined.  These  refinements  are  reflected  in  the  Watershed  Management 
Plans. 


Introduction 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  summarize  the  watershed  management  planning 
process,  including  the  purpose  of  and  need  for  the  Plans,  the  primary  components  of  the 
planning  process,  development  of  resource  sensitivity  maps,  development  of  watershed 
management  alternatives,  evaluation  of  the  alternatives,  and  selection  of  the  preferred 
alternative. 

The  planning  process  for  the  Sunol  Valley  Resources  Management  Element  (SVRME),  a 
component  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plan,  is  also  addressed  in  this  memo. 

This  memo  is  organized  into  three  parts: 

I.  Watershed  Management  Plan  History 

II.  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 

III.  Sunol  Valley  Resources  Management  Element  Planning  Process 

I.  Watershed  Management  Plan  History 

The  decision  to  prepare  watershed  management  plans  for  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
Watersheds  resulted  from  a debate  regarding  the  construction  of  a new  golf  course  on  the 
southern  Peninsula  Watershed  within  the  Scenic  and  Recreation  Easements.  Proponents  of  the 
golf  course  cited  the  1969  Preservation  and  Recreation  Concept  Plan , prepared  by  Wilsey  et 
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al.,  as  providing  the  basis  for  allowing  the  golf  course.  Golf  course  opponents,  which  included 
environmental  groups,  the  Native  Plant  Society,  the  Town  of  Woodside,  and  the  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  which  administers  the  easements,  claimed  that  the 
Concept  Plan  was  outdated  as  it  was  prepared  22  years  prior  and  did  not  reflect  current 
concerns  regarding  water  quality,  water  supply  and  other  watershed  resources. 

As  a result  of  this  debate,  in  1991  the  SFPUC  passed  a resolution  to  prepare  comprehensive 
Watershed  Management  Plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds.  The  SFPUC 
determined  that  watershed  management  plans  were  needed  in  order  to  accomplish  the 
following  eight  goals: 

• Meet  state  mandates  to  protect  the  quality  of  the  domestic  water  supply; 

• Protect  the  Watersheds  and  adjacent  urban  areas  from  fire  hazards  and  risk; 

• Protect  San  Francisco’s  water  rights  and  maintain  and  improve  yield  of  the  water 
resources; 

• Provide  necessary  data  and  direction  to  preclude  violations  of  environmental  laws; 

• Protect  revenue-generating  activities; 

• Provide  a master  environment  assessment  against  which  to  review  future  land  and 
water  use  proposals; 

• Develop  a proactive  recreation  access  program  in  response  to  increasing  demand;  and 

• Meet  state  planning  mandates  for  managing  wildland  resources. 

II.  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 

The  watershed  management  planning  process  commenced  in  August,  1992  and  spanned  several 
years  ending  with  the  completion  of  this  Plan.  Figure  1 illustrates  the  various  stages  of  the 
process.  The  planning  process  consisted  of  the  seven  primary  elements  listed  below,  as  well 
as  an  extensive,  ongoing  public  and  agency  participation  program. 

1)  Establish  goals,  objectives  and  policies. 

2)  Assemble  database. 

3)  Prepare  resource  vulnerability  maps. 

4)  Formulate  alternatives. 

5)  Evaluate  alternatives. 

6)  Select  preferred  plan. 

7)  Prepare  management  plans  and  EIRs  on  preferred  plan. 

The  watershed  management  planning  process  culminated  with  the  development  of  the 
Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plans.  In  addition,  Environmental  Impact 
Reports  (EIRs)  which  evaluated  the  environmental  impact  of  these  Plans  are  being  prepared  in 
compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA). 
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Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 


As  part  of  the  watershed  management  planning  process,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
(SFWD)  also  prepared  the  Sunol  Valley  Resources  Management  Element  (SVRME).  The 
SVRME  addresses  the  management  of  water  resources,  gravel  mineral  resources,  SFWD 
facilities,  cultural,  agricultural  and  economic  resources,  recreation  and  park  facilities,  and 
fisheries  in  the  Alameda  Creek  corridor  within  the  SFWD  Alameda  Watershed.  The  initiation 
of  this  comprehensive  study  of  the  Sunol  Valley  was  approved  by  the  SFPUC  in  May,  1995. 
Policies  and  management  actions  developed  as  part  of  the  SVRME  are  incorporated  into  the 
Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plan  and  are  addressed  in  the  Alameda  Watershed 
Management  Plan  ELR.  The  planning  process  for  the  SVRME  commenced  after  the  SFPUC 
approved  a preferred  watershed  management  alternative.  Therefore,  the  SVRME  planning 
process  is  summarized  in  Section  HI  of  this  memo.  Appendix  A-3  of  the  Alameda  Watershed 
Management  Plan  contains  the  SVRME. 

The  following  sections  provide  descriptions  of  each  of  the  planning  process  components. 

Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program 

The  public  and  agency  participation  program  was  designed  to  elicit  information  and  opinions 
from  the  public  and  agency  representatives  as  well  as  to  keep  these  interested  parties  abreast  of 
the  process  as  it  proceeded.  The  program  consisted  of  six  elements: 

1.  Interviews 

Sixty  individual  interviews  were  conducted  with  various  public  agencies  (e.g.  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board,  adjacent  water  agencies,  adjacent  cities  and  counties),  neighborhood 
organizations  (e.g.  Woodside  neighborhood),  and  special  interest  groups  (e.g.  golf,  fishing, 
trails,  mountain  biking,  equestrian),  as  well  as  SFWD  representatives.  The  issues  and 
concerns  raised  at  these  interviews  were  carried  forward  as  the  key  issues  to  be  addressed 
during  the  planning  process.  Appendix  D contains  summaries  of  these  interviews. 

2.  Public,  Agency  and  SFWD  Staff  Workshops 

At  six  key  points  during  the  planning  process,  a series  of  workshops  were  held  with  the  public 
in  three  Bay  Area  locations  — San  Francisco,  San  Mateo  and  Pleasanton.  An  agency 
workshop  and  a workshop  with  SFWD  staff  were  also  held  during  the  same  intervals.  A total 
of  five  workshop  series  were  held,  and  a sixth  workshop  was  conducted  for  the  SFPUC  to 
select  a preferred  alternative.  The  purpose  of  the  first  set  of  workshops,  held  at  the  outset  of 
the  project  in  March,  1993,  was  to  allow  the  planning  team  to  receive  comments  on  those 
issues  which  the  public  and  agencies  wanted  to  see  addressed  as  part  of  the  planning  effort.  In 
November  of  1993,  the  findings  of  the  resource  inventories  on  each  Watershed  and  GIS 
mapping  were  presented  at  the  second  set  of  workshops.  The  third  round  of  public  workshops 
were  held  in  June,  1994  to  present  the  management  alternatives  developed  for  each  Watershed. 
Participants  were  encouraged  to  provide  their  comments  on  these  alternatives.  In  January  of 
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1995,  a workshop  was  held  with  the  SFPUC  to  identify  a preferred  alternative  to  be  detailed  in 
the  Watershed  Management  Plans. 

Formal  EER  scoping  took  place  in  October,  1996  as  part  of  the  fourth  round  of  public 
workshops.  The  fifth  and  final  round  of  workshops,  to  be  held  in  1997,  will  consist  of  the 
public  hearings  on  the  Draft  EIRs.  Appendix  D contains  summaries  of  these  workshops. 

3.  Newsletters 

Six  newsletters  were  prepared  throughout  the  planning  process  to  announce  the  upcoming 
public  workshops  and  summarize  key  issues  related  to  watershed  management  planning. 

Topics  addressed  in  the  newsletters  included  a summary  of  public  opinions  heard  at  the  first 
workshops;  an  overview  of  the  data  collected  for  each  Watershed;  an  overview  of  the 
watershed  management  alternatives;  and  articles  on  watershed  issues  such  as  fire  and  water 
quality.  Appendix  D includes  copies  of  the  six  newsletters. 

4.  Public  Opinion  Survey 

A telephone  survey  of  578  randomly  selected  households,  all  of  which  receive  water  from 
SFWD  or  suburban  water  distributors,  was  conducted  in  September,  1993.  The  Public 
Research  Institute  at  San  Francisco  State  University  conducted  the  survey  for  SFWD.  The 
purpose  of  the  survey  was  to  ascertain  public  opinion  on  issues  of  water  quality,  goals  of 
watershed  management,  recreational  access  to  the  Watersheds,  environmental  protection, 
financing,  and  other  issues  related  to  watershed  management.  The  survey  responses  were  used 
in  conjunction  with  input  gained  at  public  meetings,  letters  written  to  SFWD,  input  from 
various  regulatory  agencies,  and  field  data  collected  to  develop  and  evaluate  the  watershed 
management  alternatives.  The  survey  responses  are  summarized  below: 

What  watershed  management  goals  are  most  important  to  the  public? 

Ensuring  water  quality  was  the  most  important  watershed  management  goal  for  71  percent  of 
the  respondents;  21  percent  of  respondents  suggested  protecting  the  environment;  5 percent  of 
respondents  suggested  reducing  costs;  and  3 percent  indicated  that  providing  access  for 
recreation  and  education  was  most  important. 

Does  the  public  want  greater  access  to  the  Watersheds? 

Sixty  percent  of  respondents  wanted  to  allow  the  same  access  as  now.  25  percent  of 
respondents  indicated  that  less  access  than  now  would  be  appropriate.  16  percent  of  the 
respondents  wanted  either  more  (12  percent)  or  much  more  (4  percent)  access  than  now. 
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What  recreational  activities  would  the  public  allow  on  the  Watersheds? 

The  majority  of  the  survey  respondents  favored  most  of  the  activities  now  allowed  on  the 
Watersheds  including  natural  resource  studies  (92  percent),  jogging  (81  percent),  hiking  (75 
percent),  and  bicycling  (65  percent).  A majority  would  also  allow  guided  tours  (75  percent) 
and  picnicking  (52  percent).  Less  than  half  of  the  survey  respondents  would  allow  mountain 
biking  (41  percent),  non-motorized  boating  (39  percent),  overnight  backpacking  (28  percent), 
fishing  (28  percent),  horseback  riding  (38  percent)  and  golf  courses  (26  percent).  Few  people 
would  allow  vehicle  camping  (11  percent),  hunting  (8  percent),  gun  ranges  (8  percent)  or 
motorized  boating  (6  percent). 

Does  the  public  want  more  revenue-producing  activities  in  the  Watersheds  in  order  to 
increase  revenue?  Which  revenue  activities  would  the  public  allow? 

SFWD  currently  leases  some  watershed  lands  for  golf  courses,  grazing,  quarrying,  and 
nursery  activities.  Revenues  from  these  leases  help  to  offset  the  costs  of  providing  water. 
Overall,  most  respondents  (57  percent)  favored  the  same  level  of  activities  and  revenue  as 
now;  20  percent  said  they  would  allow  fewer  activities  and  receive  less  revenue;  19  percent 
want  more  activities  and  more  revenue;  4 percent  wanted  many  more  activities  and  much  more 
revenue.  When  asked  how  they  felt  about  various  revenue  producing  activities,  51  percent  of 
the  respondents  would  allow  plant  nurseries;  35  percent  public  golf  courses;  31  percent  cattle 
grazing;  30  percent  horse  stables;  26  percent  concessions;  and  14  percent  quarrying. 

Would  the  public  accept  additional  water  treatment  in  order  to  provide  greater  public  access 
to  the  Watersheds? 

In  answer  to  this  question,  59  percent  of  the  respondents  felt  that  additional  treatment  was  not 
acceptable  in  order  to  provide  greater  public  access. 

If  provided,  how  should  greater  public  access  be  paid  for? 

In  response  to  this  question,  89  percent  of  respondents  .thought  that  SFWD  should  charge  user 
fees  to  those  who  use  the  Watersheds;  47  percent  said  SFWD  should  expand  revenue 
producing  activities  for  this  purpose;  and  23  percent  would  increase  water  bills  for  customers. 
The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan  Public  Opinion  Survey  Report,  February 
1994,  is  included  in  Appendix  D. 

5.  Watershed  Planning  Committee 

The  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  was  formed  at  the  outset  of  the  planning  process 
to  provide  insight  and  input  into  the  process  and  review  data  and  documents  prepared  during 
the  course  of  the  planning  process.  The  WPC  was  composed  of  SFWD  representatives  from 
various  divisions  and  departments  including  Water  Quality,  Water  Supply  and  Treatment, 
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Lands,  Hetch  Hetchy,  and  Watershed  Management.  The  SFWD  General  Manager  was  also  a 
member  of  the  committee.  Appendix  D includes  a summary  of  the  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  Meetings  that  occurred  during  the  planning  process. 

6.  Technical  Advisory  Committee 

A Technical  Advisory  Committee  consisting  of  renowned  water  specialists  from  around  the 
country  was  also  formed  at  the  outset  of  the  planning  process.  This  committee  met  less 
frequently  than  the  WPC  and  was  convened  to  lend  their  expertise  in  the  fields  of  watershed 
management  and  planning  to  the  projects.  Members  of  the  committee  included  Edward 
Tenny,  former  head  of  the  Seattle  Water  Department;  Bob  Badaracco,  Marin  Municipal  Water 
District;  Jerry  Gilbert,  formerly  of  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District;  and  Bruce  Kuebler, 

Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power.  Appendix  D includes  minutes  from  the  TAC 
meetings. 

Development  of  Watershed  Management  Goals 

The  Watershed  Planning  Committee  established  one  primary  goal  and  six  secondary  goals  for 
watershed  management  at  the  outset  of  the  project.  These  goals  were  also  reviewed  by  the 
Technical  Advisory  Committee.  The  goals  were  used  by  the  planning  team  throughout  the 
planning  process  to  provide  direction  for  alternative  and  plan  development,  guide  decision 
making,  and  serve  as  a basis  for  ongoing  evaluation  of  plan  implementation.  The  watershed 
management  goals  provide  the  basis  for  the  Watershed  Management  Plans.  Furthermore,  the 
goals  provide  the  basis  for  the  policies  and  management  actions,  which  provide  guidance  to 
SFWD  staff  regarding  day  to  day  management  of  the  Watersheds.  Chapters  4 and  5 of  the 
Plans  contain  these  policies  and  management  actions.  The  goals  are  identified  below. 

Primary  Goal 

• Maintain  and  Improve  Source  Water  Quality  to  Protect  Public  Health  and  Safety 
Secondary  Goals 

• Maximize  the  Contribution  of  the  Watersheds  to  Water  Supply 

• Conserve  and  Enhance  the  Ecological  and  Cultural  Resources  of  the  Watersheds 

• Protect  the  Watersheds,  Adjacent  Urban  Areas  and  the  Public  from  Fire  and  Other 
Hazards 

• Continue  Existing  Compatible  Uses  and  Provide  Opportunities  for  Potential  Compatible 
Uses  on  Watershed  Lands,  Including  Educational,  Recreational  and  Scientific  Uses 
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• Provide  a Financial  Framework  that  Balances  Provide  a Fiscal  Framework  that 
Balances  Financial  Resources,  Revenue-generating  Activities,  and  Overall  Benefits,  and 
an  Administrative  Framework  that  Allows  Implementation  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Plan,  Financial  Resources,  Revenue-generating  Activities,  and  Overall 
Benefits,  and  an  Administrative  Framework  that  Allows  Implementation  of  the 
Watershed  Management  Plan 

• Enhance  Public  Awareness  of  Water  quality,  Water  supply,  Conservation,  and 
Watershed  Protection  Issues 

Data  Collection  and  Database  Assembly 

During  the  Spring  and  Summer  of  1993,  scientists  and  planners  from  the  planning  team 
surveyed  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds  to  identify  and  map  the  existing  natural  and 
cultural  resources.  Among  the  team  members  were  experts  in  planning,  water  quality  and 
water  supply,  recreation,  vegetation,  wildlife,  cultural  resources,  fire  management,  as  well  as 
fisheries,  geology,  reptile,  amphibian  and  insect  specialists.  In  addition  to  the  field  studies, 
existing  data  and  prior  watershed  studies  were  also  reviewed.  Data  maps  were  prepared  which 
identified  the  location  and  extent  of  each  resource  (e.g.  vegetation,  wildlife,  etc.).  Data  tables 
were  also  created  to  indicate  the  special  characteristics  of  each  resource.  The  soils  data  table, 
for  example,  included  information  about  soil  irritability,  slope  and  drainage  characteristics. 

GIS  Mapping 

Mapping  of  this  resource  information  was  conducted  on  a Geographic  Information  System 
(GIS).  A GIS  is  a powerful  computer  tool  which  is  used  to  map  geographic  information  by 
resource  type  (e.g.  vegetation,  wildlife  etc.)  and  integrate  it  with  data  compiled  for  each 
resource.  Each  resource  type  becomes  a separate  map  (or  layer)  in  GIS.  Layers  can  be 
"sandwiched"  together  to  provide  information-rich  composite  maps.  The  first  such  composite 
map  prepared  in  the  GIS  was  a base  map,  designed  to  provide  a sense  of  location  on  each 
Watershed.  Each  base  map  included  the  following  information:  SFWD  ownership  and 
jurisdictional  boundaries;  rivers,  streams  and  water  bodies;  topography;  roads,  trails,  and 
railroads;  and  transmission  lines.  Approximately  twenty  additional  layers  of  resource 
information  were  produced  for  each  Watershed.  These  data  layers  and  corresponding  tabular 
data  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  following: 

• vegetation 

• special  status  plants 

• soils 

• slope 

• geology  and  faults 

• mineral  resources 

• landslide  susceptibility 
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• wildlife  habitat 

• special  status  species  habitat 

• cultural  resources 

• mineral  resources 

• aquatic  habitat 

• wildfire  fuels 

• land  use 

• leased  areas 

• contaminant  sources 

Once  these  data  layers  were  entered  into  the  GIS,  the  system  provided  a powerful  tool  for 
analyzing  the  data.  Some  GIS  tasks  were  as  simple  as  defining  and  mapping  slope  categories 
in  percent  increments,  and  others  were  as  complex  as  defining  zones  of  resource  sensitivity. 
Additional  coverages  of  analyzed  data  include: 

• vulnerability  zones  for  water  quality,  ecological  resources,  cultural  resources,  erosion  and 
land  instability,  wildfire  severity,  fire  risks  and  hazards,  and  fire  scenarios. 

Appendix  B contains  a set  of  the  watershed  GIS  maps. 

Preparation  of  Resource  Vulnerability  Maps 

Zones  of  high  vulnerability  or  sensitivity  are  areas  in  which  an  activity,  use  or  facility  is  most 
likely  to  have  a negative  impact  on  a resource.  Conversely,  areas  of  low  vulnerability  or 
sensitivity  are  areas  in  which  activities  will  generally  have  less  impact  on  a resource.  A set  of 
resource  vulnerability/sensitivity  maps  was  created  for  both  Watersheds.  Together  these  maps 
were  referred  to  as  the  Peninsula  Watershed  Tool  Kit,  and  they  defined  those  areas  of  the 
Watershed  where  the  resources  were  most  sensitive  to  disturbance.  The  tool  kit  contained  the 
maps  described  below. 

1.  Composite  Water  Quality  Vulnerability  Zone  Map 

A zone  of  high  water  quality  vulnerability  was  defined  as  an  area  where  activities  have  the 
greatest  potential  to  impact  water  quality.  These  zones  are  determined  based  upon  the  natural 
characteristics  of  the  Watershed,  such  as  soils  and  slope.  Four  GIS  data  layers  - soils/soil 
characteristics,  slope,  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  proximity  to  reservoirs  and  stream 
corridors  - were  used  to  determine  the  geographic  locations  where  activities  were  most  likely 
to  induce  water  quality  impacts.  Individual  water  quality  vulnerability  zone  maps  were 
prepared  for  microorganisms  and  particulates,  as  well  as  other  groups  of  substances  known  to 
impact  water  quality.  These  individual  water  quality  vulnerability  zone  maps  were  then 
compiled  into  a single  composite  water  quality  vulnerability  zone  map. 
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2.  Composite  Ecological  Sensitivity  Zone  Map 

A zone  of  high  natural  resource  sensitivity  was  defined  as  an  area  where  the  natural  resources 
are  legally  protected  or  are  highly  sensitive  to  disturbance.  An  example  might  be  an  area  of 
endangered  vegetation  that,  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  must  be  protected.  Team 
specialists  assigned  sensitivity  rankings  to  each  natural  resource.  From  these  rankings,  the 
GIS  was  used  to  generate  sensitivity  zones  for  each  natural  resource.  The  natural  resource 
vulnerability  zones  for  each  resource  were  then  compiled  into  one  ecological  vulnerability 
zone  map. 

3.  Cultural  Resource  Sensitivity  Map 

A zone  of  high  cultural  resource  sensitivity  was  defined  as  an  area  in  which  a sensitive  cultural 
resource  has  been  discovered  and  is  sensitive  to  damage  from  watershed  activities.  Locations 
of  known  cultural  resources  and  areas  with  the  potential  to  contain  cultural  resources  were 
identified.  Legally,  these  areas  cannot  be  disturbed  prior  to  excavation  and  cataloging  of  the 
resource. 

4.  Erosion  and  Land  Instability  Map 

A zone  of  high  erosion  or  land  instability  was  defined  as  those  areas  where  watershed 
activities  would  most  likely  result  in  significant  erosion  or  landslides.  These  lands  were 
identified  using  the  slope  and  soils  information  in  the  GIS.  Areas  of  high,  moderate  and  low 
sensitivity  to  erosion  and  landslides  were  identified  and  compiled  together  as  a composite  map. 

5.  Wildfire  Severity  Map 

The  Wildfire  Severity  map  was  developed  following  the  model  of  the  state  Bates  Bill 
(AB  337),  which  provides  a method  of  identifying  areas  that  would  sustain  the  greatest 
potential  damage  in  the  event  of  a fire.  Three  criteria  were  used  to  conduct  the  Bates  Bill 
analysis  — housing  density,  topography,  and  fuel  type.  The  GIS  was  used  to  perform  this 
analysis  using  topography,  land  use,  and  vegetation  data  gathered  as  part  of  the  planning 
process.  Points  relating  to  the  severity  of  each  criteria  were  assigned.  For  example,  steep 
slopes,  trees,  and  densely  populated  areas  received  the  highest  points  while  gentle  slopes, 
grasses  and  unpopulated  areas  received  the  lowest  number  of  points.  The  sum  of  the  points 
given  for  each  criteria  provided  a total  hazard  rating.  Areas  of  high,  medium  and  low  severity 
formed  the  Wildfire  Severity  map. 

6.  Composite  High  Sensitivity  Zone  Map 

A Composite  High  Sensitivity  Zone  map  was  also  created  which  used  the  GIS  to  overlay  the 
high  water  quality  vulnerability  zone,  high  ecological  sensitivity  zone,  high  wildfire  severity 
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zone,  and  the  high  land  instability  zone.  This  map  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the  Watershed 
is  highly  sensitive  in  at  least  one,  if  not  more  resource  areas. 

Development  of  Watershed  Management  Alternatives 

The  analysis  of  water  quality,  natural  resource,  cultural  resource  and  wildfire  severity  data 
gathered  for  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds  was  incorporated  with  the  public 
comments  and  public  survey  results  to  form  three  watershed  management  alternatives.  These 
alternatives  were  designed  to  address  the  primary  goal  of  water  quality  protection  as  well  as 
the  secondary  goals  and  the  requirements  set  by  the  various  agencies  with  jurisdiction  over  the 
Watershed.  Alternative  A provides  for  the  highest  improvement  in  water  quality  and 
emphasizes  ecological  resource  protection  and  enhancement.  Alternative  B provides  for 
moderate  improvement  in  water  quality  and  balances  ecological  resource  protection  and  public 
access/activity.  Alternative  C provides  a slight  improvement  in  water  quality  and  emphasizes 
increased  public  access  and  activity.  These  alternatives  are  described  below. 

Alternative  A 

Alternative  A provides  for  the  greatest  improvement  in  water  quality  and  emphasizes 
ecological  resource  protection  and  enhancement.  The  risk  to  public  health  is  lowest  under  this 
alternative  due  to  the  reduction,  prohibition,  and  better  management  of  existing  activities. 
Baseline  water  quality  monitoring  would  be  established  under  this  alternative  as  well  as 
Alternatives  B and  C.  Once  established,  Alternative  A would  require  the  least  monitoring  due 
to  the  reduction  in  activities  and  limited  public  access. 

This  alternative  provides  the  greatest  level  of  ecological  resource  enhancement  and  provides 
for  greater  protection  of  ecological  resources  than  currently  exists.  Ecological  restoration  and 
enhancement  activities  that  may  be  appropriate  under  this  alternative  include  the  restoration  of 
fisheries;  enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat  and  corridors;  enhancement  of  woodlands;  removal 
of  exotic  vegetation;  protection  and  restoration  of  native  oaks;  increase  of  forestation;  and 
other  activities  designed  to  enhance  the  Watershed’s  ecological  resources.  Ecological  resource 
monitoring  is  highest  under  this  alternative  in  order  to  .determine  the  success  of  ecological 
enhancement  practices. 

Fire  management  activities  would  be  conducted  under  this  alternative  to  reduce  build  up  of 
fuels  on  the  Watersheds,  while  avoiding  water  quality  degradation  and  disturbance  of  native 
habitat  areas  and  ecological  resources.  Fuel  loads  would  be  reduced  to  much  lower  levels  than 
currently  exist.  Of  the  three  alternatives,  Alternative  A also  poses  the  lowest  risk  of  fire  due 
to  the  higher  level  of  restrictions  proposed  for  controlling  public  access. 

Existing  public  trails  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  would  remain  open  to  the  public.  However, 
all  public  access  to  the  interior  of  the  Watershed,  either  by  individuals  or  educational  groups, 
would  be  docent  led,  by  permit  only,  and  restricted  to  specific  areas.  Access  for  scientific 
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study  and  research  would  be  accommodated  under  this  alternative  but  would  require  a permit. 
In  all  cases,  the  number  of  permits  would  be  limited  based  upon  the  management  actions 
established  as  part  of  the  Plan.  Uses  considered  incompatible  with  Alternative  A include  golf 
courses,  mountain  biking,  shooting  ranges,  horseback  riding,  fishing,  and  new  trails.  In 
addition,  the  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course  would  be  removed  and  the  site  would  be  restored. 

On  the  Alameda  Watershed,  public  access  would  continue  to  be  permitted  in  the  areas  leased 
to  the  EBRPD  in  the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness.  Public  access  to  the  remainder  of  the 
Alameda  Watershed  would  continue  to  be  prohibited.  Access  for  scientific  study  would  be 
accommodated  but  would  require  a permit.  Compatible  revenue-producing  activities  on  the 
Alameda  Watershed  under  would  consist  of  limited  grazing,  which  would  be  managed  to 
enhance  the  growth  of  perennial  grasses  and  reduce  the  fire  hazard  of  the  Watershed. 

Although  quarrying  would  continue,  reclamation  plans  would  emphasize  the  restoration  of 
these  areas. 

The  number  of  staff  required  to  implement  Alternative  A would  be  greater  than  currently 
exists  due  to  the  increased  ecological  resource  enhancement  activities. 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  B provides  for  moderate  improvement  in  water  quality  and  balances  ecological 
resource  protection  and  public  access/activities.  The  risk  to  public  health  under  this 
alternative  is  lower  than  presently  exists  due  to  improved  watershed  management.  Ongoing 
water  quality  monitoring  would  be  established  to  determine  the  impacts  of  watershed  activities. 
This  alternative  would  accommodate  many  of  the  ecological  enhancement  practices  identified 
in  Alternative  A,  but  they  would  occur  over  a smaller  area. 

Alternative  B would  provide  for  an  increase  in  fuel  management  and  a greater  reduction  in  the 
amount  of  built  up  fuels  than  either  the  existing  program  or  Alternative  A.  Following 
reduction  of  hazardous  fuels,  this  alternative  presents  a moderate,  but  lower-than-existing  risk 
of  fire  due  to  controls  on  public  access. 

Public  access  compatible  with  Alternative  B would  consist  of  limited,  low  impact  access  to 
existing  roads  and  trails  in  certain  parts  of  the  Watershed.  Limited  use  of  internal  fire  roads, 
supplemented  by  new  connector  trails  for  hiking  and  equestrian  access,  would  be  allowed  with 
a permit,  providing  that  the  management  actions  established  as  part  of  the  Plan  are  met.  As  in 
Alternative  A,  the  existing  trails  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  would  remain  open  to  the  public. 
Educational  and  scientific  use  of  the  Watershed  would  be  allowed  by  permit,  new  trails  would 
not  be  constructed,  and  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course  would  be  retained  but  no  additional  golf 
courses  would  be  allowed.  Other  uses  considered  incompatible  with  Alternative  A include 
mountain  biking,  shooting  ranges,  fishing,  and  other  high  impact  activities. 
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On  the  Alameda  Watershed,  public  access  would  continue  to  be  permitted  in  the  areas  leased 
to  the  EBRPD  in  the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness.  Public  access  to  the  remainder  of  the 
Alameda  Watershed  would  be  limited  and  strictly  controlled  under  this  alternative. 

Public  access  would  be  limited  to  educational  groups,  would  be  docent  led,  and  would  be  by 
permit  only.  Access  for  scientific  study  would  be  accommodated  but  would  require  a permit. 
Additional  golf  courses,  fishing,  hunting,  and  mountain  biking  are  considered  not  compatible 
with  Alternative  B.  Compatible  revenue-generating  activities  would  include  quarrying 
activities  that  incorporate  ecologically  sensitive  reclamation  plans,  and  grazing  that  emphasizes 
the  protection  of  water  bodies  and  riparian  areas. 

Alternative  B stresses  management  practices,  procedures  and  monitoring  that  result  in 
responsible  watershed  management,  especially  in  areas  of  water  quality  protection,  ecological 
resource  protection,  and  reduced  fire  hazard.  The  number  of  staff  required  to  implement 
Alternative  B is  the  lowest  of  the  three  alternatives  but  is  slightly  greater  than  the  existing 
number  of  staff. 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  C provides  a slight  improvement  in  water  quality  and  emphasizes  increased  public 
access  and  activities.  Of  the  three  alternatives,  Alternative  C poses  the  greatest  risk  to  public 
health  due  to  the  increase  in  public  access  and  allowable  activities.  This  alternative  would 
require  maximum  ongoing  monitoring  to  determine  the  impacts  of  use  on  water  quality.  This 
alternative  would  allow  for  modification  or  the  prohibition  of  activities  if  they  are  found  to  be 
detrimental  to  water  quality. 

Alternative  C accommodates  some  of  the  ecological  resource  enhancement  activities  identified 
in  Alternative  A,  but  they  would  be  of  limited  scope.  The  majority  of  ecological  resource 
enhancement  efforts  in  Alternative  C would  be  to  protect  areas  vulnerable  to  damage  by  the 
public.  Alternative  C would  require  the  highest  level  of  ecological  resource  monitoring  to 
determine  the  impacts  of  additional  people  and  activities  on  sensitive  ecological  resources  and 
habitats. 

This  alternative  would  result  in  the  reduction  of  hazardous  fuels  on  both  Watersheds  in  an 
effort  to  reduce  fire  hazard.  It  would  require  the  highest  level  of  fuel  management  of  the  three 
alternatives  in  order  to  safely  accommodate  increased  access.  As  a result,  this  alternative 
represents  the  greatest  reduction  in  fuels  of  the  three  alternatives.  Nevertheless,  it  still 
presents  the  highest  risk  of  fire  due  to  the  intrinsic  relationship  between  public  access  and  risk 
of  fire. 

On  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  public  access  compatible  with  Alternative  C must  meet  the 
management  actions  established  as  part  of  the  Plans.  Activities  considered  compatible  with 
this  alternative  include  new  golf  courses,  shooting  ranges,  fishing  from  shore,  and  increased 
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On  the  Alameda  Watershed,  public  access  would  continue  to  be  permitted  in  the  areas  leased 
to  the  EBRPD  in  the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness.  Public  access  to  the  remainder  of  the 
Alameda  Watershed  would  be  limited  and  strictly  controlled  under  this  alternative. 

Public  access  would  be  limited  to  educational  groups,  would  be  docent  led,  and  would  be  by 
permit  only.  Access  for  scientific  study  would  be  accommodated  but  would  require  a permit. 
Additional  golf  courses,  fishing,  hunting,  and  mountain  biking  are  considered  not  compatible 
with  Alternative  B.  Compatible  revenue-generating  activities  would  include  quarrying 
activities  that  incorporate  ecologically  sensitive  reclamation  plans,  and  grazing  that  emphasizes 
the  protection  of  water  bodies  and  riparian  areas. 

Alternative  B stresses  management  practices,  procedures  and  monitoring  that  result  in 
responsible  watershed  management,  especially  in  areas  of  water  quality  protection,  ecological 
resource  protection,  and  reduced  fire  hazard.  The  number  of  staff  required  to  implement 
Alternative  B is  the  lowest  of  the  three  alternatives  but  is  slightly  greater  than  the  existing 
number  of  staff. 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  C provides  a slight  improvement  in  water  quality  and  emphasizes  increased  public 
access  and  activities.  Of  the  three  alternatives,  Alternative  C poses  the  greatest  risk  to  public 
health  due  to  the  increase  in  public  access  and  allowable  activities.  This  alternative  would 
require  maximum  ongoing  monitoring  to  determine  the  impacts  of  use  on  water  quality.  This 
alternative  would  allow  for  modification  or  the  prohibition  of  activities  if  they  are  found  to  be 
detrimental  to  water  quality. 

Alternative  C accommodates  some  of  the  ecological  resource  enhancement  activities  identified 
in  Alternative  A,  but  they  would  be  of  limited  scope.  The  majority  of  ecological  resource 
enhancement  efforts  in  Alternative  C would  be  to  protect  areas  vulnerable  to  damage  by  the 
public.  Alternative  C would  require  the  highest  level  of  ecological  resource  monitoring  to 
determine  the  impacts  of  additional  people  and  activities  on  sensitive  ecological  resources  and 
habitats. 

This  alternative  would  result  in  the  reduction  of  hazardous  fuels  on  both  Watersheds  in  an 
effort  to  reduce  fire  hazard.  It  would  require  the  highest  level  of  fuel  management  of  the  three 
alternatives  in  order  to  safely  accommodate  increased  access.  As  a result,  this  alternative 
represents  the  greatest  reduction  in  fuels  of  the  three  alternatives.  Nevertheless,  it  still 
presents  the  highest  risk  of  fire  due  to  the  intrinsic  relationship  between  public  access  and  risk 
of  fire. 

On  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  public  access  compatible  with  Alternative  C must  meet  the 
management  actions  established  as  part  of  the  Plans.  Activities  considered  compatible  with 
this  alternative  include  new  golf  courses,  shooting  ranges,  fishing  from  shore,  and  increased 
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trails  in  certain  portions  of  the  Watershed  for  hiking,  mountain  biking,  and  equestrian  use.  On 
the  Alameda  Watershed,  compatible  activities  include  public  access  by  permit,  fishing  and 
mountain  biking. 

Alternative  C requires  the  greatest  level  of  management  in  terms  of  security  and  maintenance 
and  consequently  would  result  in  the  greatest  number  of  additional  staff. 

Evaluation  of  Alternatives  and  Identification  of  Preferred  Plan 

Evaluation  of  Alternatives 

The  Preferred  Alternative  was  derived  from  an  evaluation  of  the  three  alternatives  using  the 
following  techniques: 

• The  primary  watershed  management  goal  and  the  six  secondary  goals  were  arrayed 
against  the  alternatives  to  determine  which  alternative  best  met  the  goals. 

• The  three  alternatives  were  presented  to  meeting  participants  at  the  public,  agency  and 
staff  workshops  held  in  June,  1994.  Each  participant  was  asked  to  identity  where  they 
felt  SFWD  should  be  on  a spectrum  which  ranged  from  closing  the  Watersheds 
completely  to  opening  the  Watersheds  for  unlimited  access  and  activities.  Alternatives  A 
and  C represent  the  reasonable  outside  limits  of  the  alternatives  and  Alternative  B 
represents  the  midpoint  between  the  two  (Figure  2).  In  general,  public  opinion  favored 
Alternative  B.  However,  agency  and  staff  opinion  was  split  between  Alternatives  A and 
B. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  was  developed  by  integrating  the  agency  staff  and  public  input  with 
the  planning  team's  understanding  of  the  data  and  resource  sensitivity.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  is  mainly  a hybrid  of  Alternatives  A and  B. 

The  environmental  impacts  of  all  the  watershed  management  alternatives,  as  well  as  a No 
Action  Alternative,  will  be  evaluated  as  part  of  the  EIR  for  each  Watershed  Management  Plan. 
The  results  of  the  EIR  may  necessitate  changes  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  Plans  or 
may  require  that  mitigation  measures  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  Watershed  Management 
Plans. 

Identification  of  Preferred  Plan 

In  January,  1995,  the  SFPUC  passed  a resolution  identifying  the  Watershed  Management 
Preferred  Alternative.  The  watershed  policies  and  management  actions  set  forth  in  Chapters  4 
and  5 of  the  Plans  are  based  upon  the  direction  set  forth  in  this  Preferred  Alternative. 
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the  Watersheds. 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  combines  Alternative  B with  some  elements  of  Alternative  A.  This 
alternative  provides  for  better-than-moderate  improvement  in  water  quality  and  balances 
ecological  resource  protection  with  public  access  and  watershed  activities. 

Each  element  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  as  it  was  approved  by  the  SFPUC,  is  outlined 
below.  The  bulleted  points  elaborate  on  the  components  of  each  element.  A brief  discussion 
regarding  the  current  state  of  each  activity  as  well  as  the  rationale  for  the  Preferred  Alternative 
is  also  provided.  The  elements  of  the  preferred  alternative  identified  below  will  be  elaborated 
upon  in  the  Watershed  Management  Plans. 

Watershed  Management  Activities  to  Support  Each  Alternative 

• Requires  establishment  of  baseline  monitoring  and  ongoing  water  quality  monitoring; 

• Requires  a moderate  level  of  ecological  resource  monitoring; 

• Requires  a significant  reduction  in  the  fuel  load; 

• Requires  a moderate  increase  in  staff  to  support  ecological  resource  protection  and  some 
access.  Staff  responsibilities  focus  on  implementing  watershed  practices  to  protect  water 
quality  and  ecological  resources,  and  fire  management; 

• Requires  establishment  of  Best  Management  Practices  for  SFWD  operations  and 
maintenance  activities;  and 

• Requires  acquisition  of  critical  watershed  lands  to  protect  source  water  supplies. 

Rationale 

Existing  SFWD  plans  and  policies  do  not  address  the  management  of  SFWD  watershed  lands 
in  a comprehensive  manner.  The  Preferred  Alternative  provides  policies  and  management 
actions  which  are  comprehensive. 

Trails 

Existing  Public  Trails. 

• Open  to  individuals  and  groups  without  a permit  except  where  a permit  is  currently 
required. 

Rationale 

Existing  public  trails  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  are  available  to  the  public  for  hiking, 
running,  bicycling,  roller  blading,  and  horseback  riding.  The  Preferred  Alternative  provides 
for  continuation  of  these  activities  as  they  occur  now. 

Existing  trails  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  are  located  on  lands  leased  to  the  EBRPD  as  part  of 
the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness.  Public  access  to  the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness  is  allowed 
without  a permit  with  the  exception  of  access  to  the  Ohlone  Wilderness  Trail,  which  requires  a 
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permit.  The  EBRPD  lease  allows  equestrians  but  prohibits  mountain  bikes.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  provides  for  the  continuation  of  these  requirements  on  the  Alameda  Watershed 
trails. 

Individual  Access  to  Existing  Internal  Roads/Fire  Roads 

• Not  allowed. 

Rationale 

Individual  access  to  existing  internal  roads  and  fire  roads  is  not  currently  permitted  nor  would 
it  be  allowed  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The  only  allowable  access  to  internal  roads  is 
by  group  permit  accompanied  by  volunteer  leaders.  Access  to  the  interior  parts  of  the 
Watershed  to  unescorted  individuals  poses  an  extreme  risk  of  fire  as  well  as  a higher  risk  of 
degradation  of  water  quality  and  ecological  resources. 

New  Trails 

• Addition  of  new  trails  in  zones  of  lesser  vulnerability  and  risk  would  be  allowed.  New 
trails  adjacent  to  developed  areas  and  SFWD  watershed  boundaries,  and  connections  with 
urban  areas  and  trail  facilities  of  other  agencies  will  be  given  priority.  These  trails  would 
be  open  to  individuals  and  groups  without  a permit. 

Rationale 

Currently,  SFWD  is  working  with  San  Mateo  County  to  develop  new  trails  on  the  eastern  edge 
of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  within  the  Scenic  and  Recreation  Easement.  The  intent  is  to 
complete  a north-south  connector  through  the  Watershed  through  areas  of  low  sensitivity  that 
would  require  very  little  construction  of  new  trails.  EBRPD  has  also  proposed  new  trails  in 
areas  of  low  vulnerability  on  the  Alameda  Watershed. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  new  trails  are  restricted  to  areas  of  low  vulnerability  and  risk 
in  order  to  protect  water  quality  and  ecological  resources.  Current  trail  demand  is  highest  for 
short  hikes  in  areas  close  to  urban  areas.  The  proximity  to  existing  trails  and  developed  areas 
allows  for  a connection  with  adjacent  communities  and  their  trail  systems,  while  protecting 
watershed  resources  from  disturbance  caused  by  the  construction  of  new  trails  in  less 
accessible  areas. 

Group  Access  to  Existing  Internal  Roads/Fire  Roads 

• Docent/staff  led; 

• Permit  required; 
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• Chartered  groups;  and 

• Limited  group  size. 

Rationale 

Group  access  to  internal  roads  and  fire  roads  presently  occurs  on  the  Watersheds.  Hiking 
permits  are  granted  to  state  chartered  groups  with  qualified  volunteer  leaders  and  between  10 
and  25  members.  This  activity  will  be  continued  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  it  allows 
access  to  the  internal  roads  and  trails  on  the  Watersheds  in  a supervised  setting.  In  addition, 
this  program  will  be  expanded  so  that  individuals  may  make  reservations  and  be  part  of  a 
group  tour  of  the  Watershed  without  being  a member  of  a chartered  group.  The  docent 
program  will  not  become  a rate  payer  expense. 

Equestrian 

• Not  allowed  except  on  existing  and  new  public  trails. 

Rationale 

Historically,  equestrians  have  paid  an  annual  fee  and  received  a permit  to  ride  on  internal  trails 
within  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  The  Preferred  Alternative  revokes  these  special  privileges  for 
equestrians  and  gives  them  the  same  rights  as  other  watershed  visitors,  i.e.,  access  to  existing 
public  trails,  future  additions  to  the  existing  trail  system,  and  new  trails  that  will  be  open  to 
the  general  public. 

Mountain  Biking 

• Allowed  on  designated  existing  and  new  trails  only. 

Rationale 

Mountain  biking  is  currently  allowed  on  existing  public  trails  within  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 
This  activity  is  not  allowed  on  trails  managed  under  lease  to  the  EBRPD  within  the  Alameda 
Watershed.  Experiences  of  the  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  and  other  agencies  throughout 
the  State  and  country  have  found  that  mountain  biking  is  an  extremely  difficult  sport  to 
control.  Bikers,  which  do  not  stay  on  designated  trails  and  instead  cut  new  trails,  significantly 
contribute  to  soil  erosion  and  damage  of  natural  resources.  Also,  conflicts  between  mountain 
bikers  and  other  trail  users  (e.g.,  hikers,  equestrians)  often  result.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
provides  for  the 

riding  of  mountain  bikes  on  designated  existing  and  new  public  trails  only.  Mountain  biking 
will  continue  to  be  prohibited  on  the  EBRPD  trails  and  internal  roads  within  the  Alameda 
Watershed. 
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Fishing 


• Not  allowed,  except  in  designated  streams  and  reclaimed  quarries. 

Rationale 

Fishing  is  not  presently  allowed  on  any  of  the  Watersheds'  reservoirs  because  it  would  take 
place  in  one  of  the  Watershed's  most  sensitive  areas  - the  water's  edge.  The  water's  edge  is 
included  in  the  High  Vulnerability  Zone  for  water  quality  and  is  extremely  susceptible  to 
erosion.  Any  substance  that  spills  at  the  water's  edge  will  find  its  way  into  the  reservoir 
immediately.  To  protect  water  quality,  fishing  will  not  be  permitted  in  any  of  the  existing 
reservoirs.  In  the  future,  fishing  may  be  allowed  on  a section  of  Alameda  Creek  between  the 
Sunol  Regional  Wilderness  and  Sunol  Valley,  as  designated  by  SFWD  and  as  regulated  by  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG).  Fishing  may  also  be  allowed  on  one  or 
more  reclaimed  quarries  in  the  Sunol  Valley  as  designated  by  SFWD  (see  SVRME). 

Day  Use  and  Environmental  Education  Centers 

• Consider  one  Environmental  Education  Center  on  each  Watershed: 

• Docent  led  activities; 

• Day  use  only;  and 

• Picnicking  at  designated  sites  only. 

Rationale 

Presently,  there  are  no  visitor  or  educational  centers  on  either  Watershed.  The  EBRPD 
operates  a visitor  center  at  their  Sunol  Wilderness  Parking  Area.  Because  both  Watersheds 
provide  tremendous  educational  opportunities,  a day  use  environmental  education  center  on 
each  Watershed  is  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.  These  centers  could  provide 
education  for  school  groups  and  the  general  public  regarding  water  quality'  and  water  quality 
protection,  water  supply  and  conservation,  the  watershed  ecosystem,  principles  of  a 
sustainable  environment,  and  cultural  resources.  They. could  also  provide  a starting  point  for 
docent  led  group  hikes,  an  area  for  picnics,  and  an  area  for  docent  training.  Conversion  of  an 
existing  facility  or  construction  of  a new  facility,  as  well  as  operation  of  the  environmental 
education  center,  will  not  be  done  at  the  expense  of  water  rate  payers. 

Scientific  Study 

• By  permit  only. 

Rationale 

Scientific  study  is  presently  allowed  on  both  Watersheds  by  permit  only.  The  Preferred 
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Alternative  continues  this  practice  in  order  to  increase  the  understanding  of  the  Watersheds' 
resources  and  biodiversity.  Frequently,  the  findings  of  scientific  study  on  the  Watersheds 
contribute  to  SFWD's  understanding  and  knowledge  base  of  the  Watersheds,  thereby  adding 
value  to  the  management  of  these  lands.  Using  GIS,  SFWD  will  be  able  to  update  their  data 
base  with  the  results  of  any  scientific  studies  on  the  Watersheds.  In  addition,  SFWD  will  be 
able  to  add  other  features  and  planned  modifications  to  the  GIS  and  study  the  impacts  of  these 
modifications  on  the  watershed  environment. 

Golf  Courses 

• Retain  existing  courses; 

• Expansion  of  existing  courses  will  be  considered  in  low  vulnerability/sensitivity  areas;  and 

• No  new  courses. 

Rationale 

There  is  currently  one  golf  course  on  each  Watershed  — the  18-hole  Crystal  Springs  Golf 
Course  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  the  36-hole  Sunol  Golf  Course  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed.  Because  the  natural  condition  of  these  lands  are  already  disturbed,  the  existing 
golf  courses  will  remain  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Nevertheless,  they  will  be  subject  to 
strict  monitoring  requirements  and  other  guidelines  for  water  quality  protection.  Expansion  of 
existing  courses  will  only  be  allowed  in  low  vulnerability /sensitivity  areas.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  prohibits  new  golf  courses  because  they  require  conversion  of  several  hundreds 
acres  of  watershed  land  from  a natural  habitat  to  a man-made  landscape.  This  conversion  is 
not  in  keeping  with  the  Watershed  Management  Goals. 

Incompatible  Activities 

Only  those  activities  which  are  designated  by  SFWD  as  allowable  will  be  permitted  on 
watershed  lands.  Incompatible  activities  include  the  following: 

• Unauthorized  Boating  on  Existing  Reservoirs; 

• Campgrounds; 

• Camping; 

• Unauthorized  Motorized  Vehicles; 

• Water  Activities  in  Existing  Reservoirs; 

• Shooting  Ranges; 

• Hang  Gliding; 

• Off-Trail  Use; 

• Off-Road  Use; 

• Dogs  except  Guide  Dogs; 

• Removal  of  Watershed  Resources  (Plant  Materials,  Firewood,  Cultural  Resources); 

• Release  of  Domestic  Animals; 
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• Smoking; 

• Littering; 

• Alcohol; 

• Unauthorized  Fires;  and 

• Hunting  shall  be  allowed  for  animal  control  purposes  only,  by  agreement  with  SFWD. 
Rationale 

A number  of  existing  regulations  are  in  place  prohibiting  various  activities  on  the  Watersheds. 
These  include  regulations  set  forth  by  the  state  codes  such  as  the  Public  Resources  Code, 
CDFG,  California  Department  of  Forestry,  and  San  Mateo  County  Park  Department.  In 
addition,  SFWD  currently  prohibits  a number  of  these  activities  on  the  Watersheds.  As  pan  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  activities  listed  above  will  be  formally  prohibited  as  they  are 
considered  in  conflict  with  one  or  more  of  the  watershed  management  goals.  Existing 
regulations  imposed  by  other  agencies  will  also  remain  in  force  and  are  incorporated  into  the 
watershed  management  plans. 

Other  Watershed  Activities  and  Uses 

• Policies  to  be  developed  for  additional  compatible  activities  and  uses. 

Rationale 

The  watershed  activities  identified  in  the  preferred  alternative  are  those  of  the  most  concern  to 
SFWD  and  the  public.  The  Watershed  Management  Plans  also  include  policies  and 
management  actions  for  activities  not  discussed  above. 

Funding  for  Recreational  Activities 

• The  cost  of  providing  recreational  facilities  and  docents  shall  not  be  borne  by  water  rate 
payers. 

Rationale 

SFWD's  primary  responsibility  is  to  provide  high  quality  drinking  water  to  its  customers  and 
rate  payers  and  to  maintain  the  facilities  necessary  for  transport,  storage  and  treatment  of  this 
water.  During  the  January,  1995  SFPUC  hearing,  the  issue  of  payment  for  recreational 
activities  and  docents  was  discussed  by  the  SFPUC  Commissioners.  In  response  to  this  issue, 
an  additional  motion  was  passed  by  the  SFPUC  which  stated  that  non-water  related  costs 
would  not  be  borne  by  the  rate  payers. 
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III.  Sunol  Valley  Resource  Management  Element  Planning  Process 

The  Watershed  Management  Preferred  Alternative  was  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  on  January  26,  1995.  In  regards  to  the  Sunol  Valley,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  provided  general  guidance  regarding  the  development  of  quarries  in  the 
Sunol  Valley  as  follows: 

• Mine  existing  pits  deeper 

• Expand  operations  south  of  1-680 

• Consider  expansion  within  existing  leased  acreage  north  of  1-680 

• Accelerate  reclamation 

• Restore  quarries  for  water  storage  and  recreational  use 

The  Watershed  Management  Preferred  Alternative  above  did  not  look  comprehensively  at  the 
entire  valley.  Therefore,  the  SFPUC  requested  that  SFWD  take  a comprehensive  look  at  the 
Sunol  Valley  and  in  May,  1995,  passed  a resolution  to  prepare  the  Sunol  Valley  Resources 
Management  Element  (SVRME)  as  a component  of  the  greater  watershed  management  plans. 
The  SVRME  addresses  the  management  of  water  resources,  gravel  mineral  resources,  SFWD 
facilities,  cultural,  agricultural  and  economic  resources,  recreation  and  park  facilities,  and 
fisheries  in  the  Alameda  Creek  corridor  within  the  SFWD  Alameda  Watershed  lands. 

To  initiate  the  planning  process,  the  goals  and  subgoals  for  the  SVRME,  presented  below, 
were  established  in  a kick-off  meeting  with  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee,  a group  of 
SFWD  staff  members  representing  various  departments  and  divisions.  The  goals  and  subgoals 
represent  the  complex  and  interrelated  issues  facing  management  of  the  Sunol  Valley  and  are 
also  compatible  with  the  goals  set  forth  for  the  Watershed  Management  Planning  process  as  a 
whole. 

The  first  of  two  rounds  of  agency  and  public  workshops  was  held  on  June  29,  1995  to  provide 
information  and  receive  comments  from  agencies,  stakeholder  groups,  the  Sunol  community 
and  other  interested  parties.  The  goals  and  subgoals  of  the  SVRME  were  presented  for 
comment  at  these  meetings.  A summary  of  the  SVRME  public  participation  process  as  well  as 
comments  received  at  these  meetings  is  included  in  Appendix  A-3  of  the  Alameda  Watershed 
Management  Plan. 

Based  upon  the  goals  and  subgoals  for  the  SVRME  and  on  the  comments  received  at  the  June 
29,  1995  workshops,  three  alternatives  (Alternatives  A,  B and  C)  were  developed  for  the 
Sunol  Valley.  Each  of  these  alternatives  is  described  in  detail  below.  In  developing  these 
alternatives  the  major  emphasis  was  the  exploration  of  the  range  of  water  storage,  recreation, 
revenue  generation  possibilities  in  the  Sunol  Valley.  In  addition  to  the  three  alternatives,  scale 
comparisons  between  the  Sunol  Valley  and  other  water  recreation  areas  were  prepared. 

The  second  round  of  agency  and  public  workshops  was  held  on  August  10,  1995  to  present  the 
three  conceptual  alternatives  (Alternatives  A,  B and  C)  for  discussion  with  the  agencies  and 
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the  Sunol  community.  A summary  of  comments  received  at  these  meetings  is  included  in 
Appendix  A-3  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plan.  Public  sentiment  generally 
favored  Alternative  B which  allowed  no  mining  north  of  1-680  and  included  recreational, 
agricultural  and  other  revenue  generating  activities  in  this  area  to  offset  the  lost  mining 
revenue. 

Based  upon  the  comments  received  at  the  August  10  public  workshop  as  well  as  input  from  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee,  a fourth  alternative,  Alternative  D,  was  prepared.  Alternative 
D is  described  in  detail  below. 

In  response  to  Alternative  D,  a fifth  alternative,  now  termed  Alternative  E,  was  put  forth  by 
Mission  Valley  Rock,  the  company  which  leases  much  of  the  Sunol  Valley  from  SFWD  for 
aggregate  mining.  Alternative  E honors  SMP-32  north  of  1-680  and  is  less  aggressive  than 
Alternative  D in  terms  of  water  storage  south  of  1-680.  Alternative  E is  described  in  detail 
below. 

SMP-32  is  the  surface  mining  permit  recently  issued  to  Mission  Valley  Rock  by  Alameda 
County  for  mining  200-acres  north  of  1-680.  Prior  to  issuance  of  SMP-32,  Mission  Valley 
Rock  only  had  a permit  for  69-acres  (SMP-29).  In  order  to  actually  mine  this  area,  a lease 
from  SFWD  is  also  required.  SFWD  has  issued  a lease  for  SMP-29  but  not  for  SMP-32. 
Alternative  A included  SMP-29  and  Alternative  C included  a slightly  modified  SMP-32. 

In  response  to  Alternative  E,  Alternative  F was  prepared  by  the  planning  team.  North  of  I- 
680,  Alternative  F took  exception  to  the  extent  of  mining  and  the  proximity  of  the  pit  edge  to 
the  Sunol  Water  Temple  and  possible  buried  cultural  resources  in  the  vicinity  of  the  temple.  In 
response,  Alternative  F proposes  a 1 /4-mile  (1320’)  setback  from  the  temple  to  the  mined 
areas.  Alternative  F also  provides  greater  landscape  screening  around  the  pit  and  a larger 
interpretive  area.  South  of  1-680,  Alternative  F is  the  same  as  Alternative  D in  its  attempts  to 
maximize  water  storage.  Alternative  F is  described  below. 

On  March  12,  1996  these  six  alternatives  were  presented  to  the  SFPUC  with  the  intent  of 
selecting  a preferred  alternative  for  the  Sunol  Valley  tQ  incorporate  into  the  Alameda 
Watershed  Management  Plan.  This  meeting  consisted  of  a presentation  of  the  six  alternatives 
followed  by  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to  comment  on  the  alternatives.  Discussion  on  the 
preferred  alternative  by  the  SFPUC  was  carried  forward  to  the  SFPUC  meeting  on  March  26, 
1996.  At  this  meeting  the  SFPUC  asked  for  additional  information  to  be  provided  at  the  April 
9,  1996  meeting.  However  discussion  of  these  items  was  subsequently  postponed  to  the  April 
23,  1996  SFPUC  meeting.  At  this  time  a comparison  between  alternatives  A,  E and  F was 
requested  in  terms  of  phasing,  tons  of  aggregate  and  revenue.  This  comparison  is  discussed  in 
detail  in  Appendix  A-3  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plan.  A final  decision  was 
made  on  the  preferred  alternative  on  May  14,  1996. 
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The  preferred  alternative  is  worded  as  follows;  "North  of  Freeway  1-680,  mine  for  gravel 
extraction  as  described  in  Alternative  E and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in 
Alternative  F,  including  landscape  and  recreation  plans  that  provide  for  the  restoration  of  the 
Sunol  Water  Temple,  its  historic  entry,  and  public  use  of  the  temple  area  which  are  to  be 
jointly  approved  by  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Alameda 
County,  and  then  restored  at  the  completion  of  mining.  South  of  Freeway  1-680  two  options 
are  hereby  identified:  Option  1 is  to  mine  for  gravel  extraction  and  restore  and  manage  the 
areas  as  described  in  Alternative  F;  Option  2 is  to  mine  for  gravel  extraction  within  the 
currently  permitted  areas  to  a depth  of  200  feet  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described 
in  Alternative  F.” 

Development  of  SVRME  Goals  and  Subgoals 

Goals  were  also  developed  for  the  SVRME  which  are  compatible  with  the  overall  watershed 
management  goals.  These  SVRME  goals  have  been  translated  into  policies  which  are  included 
in  the  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plan.  These  "goals”  are  as  follows: 

Overall  Goal 

Optimize  water  storage  for  SFWD  thus  increasing  the  yield  and  the  reliability  of  the  water 
supply. 

Subgoals 

Manage  the  timing  and  location  of  quarry  development  expedite  the  creation  of  water  storage 
facilities  while  minimizing  the  impacts  to  natural,  cultural  and  aesthetic  resources,  and 
maximizing  revenues  from  gravel  extraction  and  other  revenue  sources  (e.g.  increased  water 
sales,  recreation,  vineyards  and  nurseries). 

Protect  the  quality  of  the  water  that  migrates  into  the  reclaimed  quarry  pits,  circulates  through 
the  system,  is  discharged  from  the  pits  into  stream  courses,  and/or  is  pumped  into  the  system. 

Protect  the  quantity  of  water  while  in  storage  and  minimize  the  loss  of  water.  Minimize  the 
release  of  water  that  cannot  be  recaptured. 

Recapture  water  released  from  Calaveras  Reservoir  while  maintaining  existing  water  rights. 

Investigate  the  potential  of  quarry  sites  to  support  Sunol  Water  Treatment  plant  functions  and 
to  store  non-potable  water  for  non-potable  uses. 

Mitigate  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  management  plan  actions  on  Sunol  Valley  resources 
including  natural  and  cultural  resources,  adjacent  communities  and  other  land  uses. 
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Locate  an  efficient  site  for  and  conceptual  configuration  of  SFWD  Alameda  operations 
facilities. 

Develop  a strategy  for  negotiating  future  leases,  County  permits,  reclamation  plans  and  other 
agreements  to  implement  the  Sunol  Valley  Resources  Management  Plan. 

Provide  the  opportunity  for  land  and  water  based  recreation  in  the  Sunol  Valley  compatible 
with  water  quality  and  water  storage  goals,  with  natural  and  cultural  resources  and  with 
SFWD  facility  objectives. 

Involve  interested  agencies  and  members  of  the  public  in  the  planning  process. 

Inform  and  educate  the  public  about  water  and  other  resource  values. 

Establish  an  internal  SFWD  review  committee,  composed  of  representatives  from  affected 
SFWD  departments,  to  promote  integrated  systems  planning  and  management. 

Sunol  Valley  Alternatives 

Alternative  A 

Alternative  A provides  for  the  mining  of  existing  permits  and  leases  with  mining  to  occur  both 
north  and  south  of  1-680.  Mining  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  this  scenario  by  2015. 
Recreation  activities  in  this  alternative  have  been  developed  to  generate  revenue.  This 
alternative  includes  five  water  storage  pits:  one  north  of  1-680  and  four  south  of  1-680.  For 
comparative  purposes,  total  water  storage  volume  generated  by  this  alternative,  with  pits 
mined  to  200  feet,  is  33,700  AF  and  total  revenue  generated  by  this  alternative  is  $24. 5M. 

Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site  - Gas/Groceries 

• Farmers  Market 

• Organic  Farm/Working  Farm 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 

• Fishing  Area/ Aquaculture 

• Landscaped  Mounds 

• Interpretive  Area/Events  Site  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites,  Amphitheater.  Picnic 
Area,  Events  Building 

• Parking 

• Staging  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 
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Potential  activities  South  of  1-680  include: 

• Group  Picnic  Area 

• Boating  Facility  - Marina,  Boat  Launch,  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Swimming  Lagoon  - Beach,  Water  Slide,  Scuba  Training,  Picnic  Area,  Concessionaire 

• RV  Campground 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness 
Alternative  B 

Alternative  B provides  for  maximizing  mining  and  storage  south  of  1-680  with  no  mining 
planned  north  of  1-680.  Mining  is  to  be  completed  by  approximately  2036.  In  this  alternative 
San  Antonio  Creek  is  removed  to  maximize  storage  and  recreation  and  agricultural  activities 
are  proposed  north  of  1-680  to  generate  revenue.  This  alternative  includes  four  water  storage 
pits,  all  located  south  of  1-680.  The  total  water  storage  volume  is  51,800  AF  and  total  mining 
revenue  is  $53.4M. 

Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site  - Gas/Groceries 

• Farmers  Market 

• RV  Campground 

• Organic  Farm/Working  Farm 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 

• Interpretive  Area/Events  Site  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites,  Amphitheater,  Picnic 
Area,  Events  Building 

• Parking 

• Staging  Area 

• Group  Picnic  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 

Activities  South  of  1-680  include: 

• Boating  Facility  - Marina,  Boat  Launch,  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Fishing  Area  - Shoreline  Fishing,  Fishing  Pier 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  C maximizes  water  storage  both  north  and  south  of  1-680.  Mining  is  intended  to 
be  maximized  south  of  1-680  before  mining  north  of  1-680  occurs.  All  mining  is  intended  to  be 
completed  by  2047.  San  Antonio  Creek  is  retained  in  this  alternative  and,  due  to  the  extent  of 
mining,  recreation  activities  are  limited.  This  alternative  calls  for  six  water  storage  pits,  one 
north  and  five  south  of  1-680.  For  comparative  purposes,  total  water  storage  in  this  alternative 
is  62,600  AF  and  total  mining  revenue  is  $66. 9M. 
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Due  to  the  maximization  of  mining  and  water  storage,  recreation  activities  are  limited  in  this 
alternative.  Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site  - Gas/Groceries 

• Swimming  Lagoon  - Beach,  Picnic  Site,  Concessionaire 

• Landscaped  Mounds  and  Buffers 

• Wildlife  Area 

• Interpretive  Area/Events  Site  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites,  Amphitheater,  Picnic 
Area,  Events  Building 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 

• Staging  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 

Potential  activities  South  of  1-680  include: 

• Parking 

• Boating  Facility  - Marina,  Boat  Launch,  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness 

Alternative  D 

Alternative  D was  created  in  response  to  the  diverse  public  comments  received  at  the  August, 
1995  public  workshop.  In  this  alternative,  existing  permits  and  leases  are  mined  in  the  area 
north  of  1-680,  quarrying  and  reclamation  are  expedited,  and  a conservation  easement  is  placed 
over  the  entire  area  to  preclude  additional  disturbance  following  reclamation.  South  of  1-680, 
water  storage  is  maximized,  however,  San  Ajitonio  Creek  is  retained  as  it  is  an  important 
wildlife  corridor.  In  this  alternative,  as  well  as  in  Alternatives  E and  F,  the  area  north  of 
Arroyo  de  la  Laguna  and  south  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct  have  been  added  to  the  planning 
area.  A total  of  six  storage  pits,  one  north  and  five  south  of  1-680  are  proposed  for  this 
alternative.  For  comparative  purposes,  total  water  storage  in  this  alternative  is  52,300  AF  and 
total  mining  revenue  is  $52. 8M. 

Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Farmers  Market 

• Organic  Farm/Working  Farm 

• Boating  Facility  - Marina,  Boat  Launch,  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Fishing  Area  - Shoreline  Fishing,  Fishing  Pier 

• Aquaculture 

• Interpretive  Area/Events  Site  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites,  Amphitheater,  Picnic 
Area,  Events  Building 

• Parking 

• Staging  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 
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Potential  activities  south  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site  - Gas/Groceries 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness 
South  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct: 

• RV  Campground 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 

Alternative  E 

Alternative  E was  put  forth  by  Mission  Valley  Rock  in  response  to  Alternative  D and  reflects 
the  terms  of  SMP-32  as  approved  by  Alameda  County.  A lease  for  SMP-32  has  not  been 
issued  by  SFWD.  Alternative  E includes  mining  north  and  south  of  1-680.  Existing  SMP-32  is 
proposed  for  mining  north  of  1-680.  Existing  permits  and  leases  are  proposed  for  mining  south 
of  1-680.  San  Antonio  Creek  is  retained  in  this  alternative. 

There  are  five  water  storage  pits  in  this  alternative,  one  north  and  four  south  of  1-680.  Total 
water  storage  is  53,100  AF  and  total  mining  revenue  is  $55.4M. 

Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  are  limited  due  to  the  large  size  of  the  pit  in  this  alternative. 
Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Agriculture /Vineyard/Nursery/  Crops/  Aquaculture/Wetlands 

• Water  Related  Recreation  Area 

• Landscaped  Buffers,  Setbacks  and  Mounds 

• Interpretive  Area  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites 

• Picnic  and  Day  Use  Area 

• Wildlife  Area/ Alameda  Creek  Enhancement 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 

Potential  activities  south  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site 

• Agriculture/Nursery 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness  (EBRPD) 

• Landscaped  Buffers,  Setbacks  and  Mounds 
South  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 

Alternative  F 

Alternative  F was  prepared  in  response  to  Alternative  E and  the  concern  by  Alameda  County 
that  SFWD  was  not  honoring  SMP-32  in  the  planning  process.  SMP-32  was  permitted  by 
Alameda  County.  Alternative  F provides  mining  both  north  and  south  of  1-680  with  all  non- 
water storage  related  activities  to  be  concessionaire  developed  and  operated  at  no  cost  to  the 
rate  payer. 
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North  of  1-680  this  alternative  accommodates  SMP-32  with  the  exception  of  a 1/4  mile 
Resource  Protection  Setback  from  the  Sunol  Water  Temple.  This  setback  is  intended  to 
provide  an  increased  buffer  between  the  Sunol  Temple  and  the  mining  activity  and  may  also 
serve  to  protect  buried  cultural  resources  within  the  setback  area.  A conservation  easement 
would  also  be  placed  over  the  area  north  of  1-680  following  the  completion  of  mining. 
Quarrying  and  reclamation  would  be  expedited  in  this  area. 

South  of  1-680  water  storage  is  maximized.  San  Antonio  Creek  is  retained  as  an  important 
wildlife  corridor. 

Six  water  storage  pits  are  proposed  for  this  alternative,  one  north  and  five  south  of  1-680.  For 
comparative  purposes,  total  water  storage  is  63,200  AF  and  total  mining  revenue  is  $67. 7M. 

Potential  activities  have  been  identified  for  the  land  and  water  areas  north  and  south  of  1-680 . 
Potential  activities  north  of  1-680  include: 

• Working  Farm/Vineyard/Nursery /Crops/Aquaculture/Wetlands 

• Farmers  Market 

• Boating  Facility  - Boat  Launch.  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Fishing  Area  - Shoreline  Fishing.  Fishing  Pier 

• Interpretive  Area  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites 

• Events  Site  - Amphitheater,  Picnic  Area,  Parking 

• Staging  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 

Activities  South  of  1-680  include: 

• Commercial  Site 

• Trail  Connections  to  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness 
South  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct: 

• Overnight  Nature  Study 


Sunol  Valley  Resources  Management  Element  Preferred  Plan 

The  preferred  plan  for  the  Sunol  Valley,  adopted  by  the  SFPUC  in  May,  1996  is  worded  as 
follows: 

" North  of  Freeway  1-680,  mine  for  gravel  extraction  as  described  in  Alternative  E and  restore 
and  manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative  F,  including  landscape  and  recreation  plans 
that  provide  for  the  restoration  of  the  Sunol  Water  Temple,  its  historic  entry,  and  public  use  of 
the  temple  area  which  are  to  be  jointly  approved  by  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  and  Alameda  County,  and  then  restored  at  the  completion  of  mining. 
South  of  Freeway  1-680  two  options  are  hereby  identified:  Option  1 is  to  mine  for  gravel 
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extraction  and  restore  and  manage  the  areas  as  described  in  Alternative  F;  Option  2 is  to  mine 
for  gravel  extraction  within  the  currently  permitted  areas  to  a depth  of  200  feet  and  restore  and 
manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative  F.  ” 

More  specifically,  the  SVRME  preferred  alternative  calls  for  the  following  activities  north  of 
1-680  include: 

• Restored  Historic  Entry  (historic  view  corridor  with  orchards  and  native  California 
landscape) 

• Working  Farm/Vineyard/Nursery /Crops/Aquaculture/Wetlands 

• Farmers  Market 

• Boating  Facility  - Boat  Launch,  Boat  Rental,  Concessionaire 

• Fishing  Area  - Shoreline  Fishing,  Fishing  Pier 

• Interpretive  Area  - Water  Temple,  Archaeological  Sites 

• Picnic  and  Day  Use  Areas 

• Events  Site  - Amphitheater,  Group  Picnic  Area,  Parking 

• Staging  Area 

• Alameda  Creek  Enhancement/Wildlife  Area 

• Trail  Connections  to  Niles  Canyon/Pleasanton  Ridge  (EBRPD) 

For  the  area  south  of  1-680,  two  options  are  included  in  the  preferred  plan.  Option  1 calls  for 
some  expansion  of  mining  which  requires  amendment  of  existing  permits  and  leases.  Mining  is 
intended  to  be  completed  by  2021  and  would  provide  47,100  AF  of  storage.  Option  2 calls  for 
gravel  extraction  within  the  currently  permitted  areas  to  a depth  of  200  feet.  Under  this  option 
mining  would  be  completed  by  approximately  2014  and  total  water  storage  would  be  38,800 
AF. 

Other  activities  south  of  1-680  in  both  Option  1 and  Option  2 include: 

• Commercial  Site 

• Overnight  Nature  Study  south  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct 

• Trail  Connections  to  the  Sunol  Regional  Wilderness  (EBRPD). 
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al.,  as  providing  the  basis  for  allowing  the  golf  course.  Golf  course  opponents,  which  included 
environmental  groups,  the  Native  Plant  Society,  the  Town  of  Woodside,  and  the  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  which  administers  the  easements,  claimed  that  the 
Concept  Plan  was  outdated  as  it  was  prepared  22  years  prior  and  did  not  reflect  current 
concerns  regarding  water  quality,  water  supply  and  other  watershed  resources. 

As  a result  of  this  debate,  in  1991  the  SFPUC  passed  a resolution  to  prepare  comprehensive 
Watershed  Management  Plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds.  The  SFPUC 
determined  that  watershed  management  plans  were  needed  in  order  to  accomplish  the 
following  eight  goals: 

• Meet  state  mandates  to  protect  the  quality  of  the  domestic  water  supply; 

• Protect  the  Watersheds  and  adjacent  urban  areas  from  fire  hazards  and  risk; 

• Protect  San  Francisco’s  water  rights  and  maintain  and  improve  yield  of  the  water 
resources; 

• Provide  necessary  data  and  direction  to  preclude  violations  of  environmental  laws; 

• Protect  revenue-generating  activities; 

• Provide  a master  environment  assessment  against  which  to  review  future  land  and 
water  use  proposals; 

• Develop  a proactive  recreation  access  program  in  response  to  increasing  demand;  and 

• Meet  state  planning  mandates  for  managing  wildland  resources. 

II.  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 

The  watershed  management  planning  process  commenced  in  August,  1992  and  spanned  several 
years  ending  with  the  completion  of  this  Plan.  Figure  1 illustrates  the  various  stages  of  the 
process.  The  planning  process  consisted  of  the  seven  primary  elements  listed  below,  as  well 
as  an  extensive,  ongoing  public  and  agency  participation  program. 

1)  Establish  goals,  objectives  and  policies. 

2)  Assemble  database. 

3)  Prepare  resource  vulnerability  maps. 

4)  Formulate  alternatives. 

5)  Evaluate  alternatives. 

6)  Select  preferred  plan. 

7)  Prepare  management  plans  and  EIRs  on  preferred  plan. 

The  watershed  management  planning  process  culminated  with  the  development  of  the 
Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plans.  In  addition,  Environmental  Impact 
Reports  (EIRs)  which  evaluated  the  environmental  impact  of  these  Plans  are  being  prepared  in 
compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA). 
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Appendix  D-3 

Agency  Interview  Summaries 
February  1994 


SF  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 


Executive  Summary  of  Public  Comments 
February,  1994 


The  summary  of  public  comments  is  based  on  verbal  comments  recorded  at  each  of 
the  November,  1993  public  workshops,  as  well  as  the  written  comments  received 
during  and  after  the  workshops.  Approximately  45  verbal  comments  and  20  written 
comments  were  received  at  the  Peninsula  Workshop  at  the  College  of  San  Mateo;  30 
verbal  and  eight  written  comments  were  received  at  the  San  Francisco  Workshop  at 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco  Ferry  Building,  and  approximately  35  verbal  and  10  written 
comments  were  received  at  the  Alameda  Workshop  at  the  Pleasanton  Senior  Center. 
Twenty-five  written  comments  and  a petition  containing  794  signatures  were  received 
by  mail  after  the  workshops. 

All  the  comments  received  at  the  workshops  are  summarized  below  by  the  following 
issues  categories:  Planning  Process;  Resource  Studies;  Access  and  Workshop  Format. 
A complete  copy  of  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans  Public 
Workshop  Report  #2  is  available  for  review  at  the  SFWD  offices  in  Millbrae,  Sunol 
and  San  Francisco. 


A.  Comments  on  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Planning  Process 

While  several  workshop  participants  commended  the  project  team  for  a thorough 
process,  there  were  several  questions  and  comments  received  regarding  the  process 
for  developing  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans.  Key  issues  included 
clarification  regarding  the  timing  and  parties  involved  in  the  final  decision, 
interagency  coordination,  public  involvement,  access  to  information,  and  provisions 
for  implementing  and  monitoring  the  selected  plan. 

Decision  Making  Process 

• What  is  the  impetus  for  initiating  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  at  this 
time? 

• When  will  the  final  decision  be  made? 

• Who  is  involved  in  the  decision  making  process? 

• Who  will  make  the  final  decision? 
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Interagency  Coordination 


Issues  regarding  interagency  coordination  centered  around  the  concern  of  several 
citizens  that  specific  agencies  be  consulted  regarding  the  resource  studies,  the 
development  of  alternatives  and  the  decision-making  process.  Questions  and 
comments  are  summarized  below: 

• What  are  the  terms  and  jurisdictions  of  the  scenic  easements  and  wildlife 
refuge  designation? 

• Will  GGNRA  be  involved  in  the  final  decision? 

• Increased  interagency  coordination  was  requested,  specifically  between  SFWD 
and  the  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  and  the  Livermore  Area  Recreation 
and  Park  District. 

Public  Participation 

Some  workshop  participants  expressed  their  appreciation  for  the  public  workshops 
and  the  other  opportunities  to  receive  information  and  provide  input.  Others  stated 
that  increased  public  participation  in  the  planning  and  decision  making  process 
should  be  considered.  Written  and  verbal  comments  suggested  the  following: 

• Citizen  representation  on  existing  technical  advisory  committees. 

• Formation  of  a broad-based  citizens  committee  that  is  representative  of  all 
interest  groups  to  serve  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  the  project  team  throughout 
the  planning  process. 

• Public  review  of  any  programs  developed  for  interaction  with  the  public, 
including  permit  programs,  docent  programs,  etc. 

• Public  access  to  GIS  maps,  public  opinion  survey  questionnaire  and  results, 
and  other  data  collected. 

Provisions  for  Implementing  the  Plan 

There  were  several  questions  regarding  how  specific  aspects  of  watershed 
management  will  be  incorporated  into  the  plan,  implemented  as  practice  and 
monitored  after  implementation  to  maintain  the  goals  of  watershed  management. 
Issues  raised  are  summarized  below: 

• How  are  fiscal  resource  considerations  being  taken  into  account  in  the  plans? 

• If  activities  are  allowed  and  then  found  to  be  detrimental,  are  there  policies 
that  allow  SFWD  to  change  or  modify  these  activities  to  maintain  the  goals  of 
watershed  management? 
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• Will  a comprehensive  monitoring  program  be  developed  to  monitor,  on  a 
regular  basis,  the  impacts  of  allowed  uses  on  the  resources  of  the  watershed? 

• How  is  the  watershed  plan  implemented  on  the  watershed  lands  not  owned  by 
SFWD? 

• Docent  programs  should  be  used  to  help  implement  and  monitor  the  plan. 

• SFWD's  current  fee  policies  should  be  reviewed. 

• Charging  user  fees  may  not  guarantee  that  users  will  treat  the  watershed 
responsibly. 


B.  Comments  Regarding  the  Resource  Studies 

Based  on  the  consultant  team's  presentation  of  the  information  learned  from  resource 
studies  conducted  on  both  watersheds  and  a public  opinion  survey  of  its  customers, 
several  workshop  participants  expressed  satisfaction  with  the  detail  and  quality  of  the 
information  and  the  thoroughness  of  the  process.  Others  requested  clarification  and 
supplemental  information  regarding  the  resources  being  considered  in  the 
development  of  watershed  management  plan  alternatives.  Comments  and  questions 
are  summarized  below: 

Scope  and  Methodology 

• Information  regarding  the  methodology  for  the  resource  studies  and  mapping 
was  requested,  including:  what  is  the  scale  of  the  mapping;  and  what  is 
included  in  the  analysis? 

• There  were  specific  questions  to  clarify  the  methodology  and  information  used 
to  administer  the  public  opinion  survey. 

• What  are  the  boundaries  of  the  study  area? 

• Are  upstream  and  downstream  impacts  considered? 

• Clarification  was  requested  regarding  SFWD  water  resources  and  its  water 
system,  specifically,  which  watershed  receives  Hetch-Hetchy  water,  and  who 
receives  blended  water? 

• Who  owns  the  two-thirds  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  not  owned  by  SFWD? 

• A map  showing  how  much  of  the  watershed  land  is  owned  by  SFWD  and  how 
much  is  owned  by  other  sources,  including  private  owners,  was  requested. 


3 


• Clarification  was  requested  regarding  the  source  of  the  data  shown  on  the  GIS 
maps,  indicating  presence  or  absence  of  species,  and  whether  it  was  gathered 
from  existing  data  bases  or  through  new  surveys. 

• Further  review  and  update  of  the  species  of  concern  list  was  requested. 

• Topographical  maps  were  requested. 

Existing  and  Proposed  Uses 

• What  are  the  existing  recreational  uses  on  watershed  and  their  impacts? 

• Information  was  also  requested  regarding  impacts  of  historic  and  current 
activities  on  both  watersheds,  ranging  from  planting  of  exotics  and  traffic  on 
fire  roads  and  adjacent  highways,  to  mining,  grazing,  and  agricultural 
activities.  A cultural  map  was  requested  to  show  which  areas  have  sustained 
use  and  which  can  be  considered  pristine. 

• Additional  data  was  requested  for  the  mapping,  including  locations  of  weedy 
species,  ridges,  picnic  areas,  maintenance  roads  and  restrooms. 

• Specific  data  regarding  vegetation,  soils  and  wildlife  on  the  watersheds  was 
requested. 

• Fire  hazard  on  the  watersheds  was  raised  as  a concern. 

• Clarification  regarding  the  difference  between  fire  hazard  and  fire  management 
was  requested. 

• Fisheries /downstream  impacts  should  be  assessed. 

• Are  there  provisions  for  migratory  fish? 

• What  impacts  will  proposed  activities  have  on  water  quality? 

• What  are  the  impacts  of  current  and  expanded  quarry  activities  on  the 
watershed? 

• What  are  the  impacts  of  maintenance  equipment,  underground  storage  tanks 
and  other  support  activities  on  groundwater? 
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SFWD  Practices 


The  following  questions  and  comments  were  asked  regarding  SFWD's  current  and 

planned  practices  for  managing  emergencies  and  other  activities: 

• SFWD's  practices  for  collecting  and  transporting  human  waste  off  the 
watershed  were  clarified. 

• Considering  slope,  roads,  human  impacts,  natural  disasters  (earthquakes),  and 
other  hazards,  how  will  SFWD  filter  and  protect  water  quality? 

• Clarification  was  requested  regarding  SFWD's  water  treatment  and  water 
quality  monitoring  practices  and  how  this  could  accommodate  limited 
recreational  access. 

• Regarding  water  quality  and  water  treatment,  clarification  was  requested 
regarding  the  quality  of  San  Francisco's  water  as  opposed  to  the  quality  of 
Pleasanton's  water. 

• Will  SFWD  be  upgrading  its  treatment  plants  on  the  watersheds? 

• Clarification  was  requested  regarding  the  watershed  keeper's  role  in 
maintaining  and  protecting  the  watershed. 

• Has  SFWD  surveyed  and/or  analyzed  the  watershed  management  practices 
and  policies  of  other  water  districts,  especially  those  regarding  recreational 
access,  trail  management,  human  use,  and  habitat  preservation? 


C.  Comments  Regarding  Public  Access 

Several  citizens  expressed  their  views  regarding  specific  types  of  access  that  they  feel 
should  be  considered  and  accommodated  as  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Watershed 
Management  Plan.  The  comments  received  span  the  full  range  of  access,  as  follows: 

Both  Watersheds 


Consider  no  access  as  one  of  the  alternatives. 

Consider  more  restricted  access  than  is  allowed  at  present. 

Consider  limited  recreational  access;  it  has  been  promised  and  is  long  overdue. 

Educational  access  for  students  and  environmental  groups  should  be  given 
special  consideration  and  not  charged  user  fees;  tours  of  the  watershed  given 
by  responsible  "docents"  is  the  best  way  to  instill  respect  for  the  resources  on 
the  watershed. 
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• Reconsideration  of  the  permit  fee  structure  was  requested. 

• Limited  recreational  access  to  existing  fire  roads  was  requested. 

• Campgrounds  should  not  be  allowed. 

• There  was  one  request  for  hang  gliding  to  be  considered  as  an  activity 
compatible  with  the  other  activities  in  the  watershed. 

• Several  equestrians  requested  the  development  of  and  access  to  trails  on  the 
watersheds. 

• SFWD  was  asked  to  conduct  a cost-benefits  analysis  on  allowing  public  access 
to  the  watersheds. 

Peninsula  Watershed 


• Passive  recreational  activities  should  be  allowed  in  the  recreational  and  scenic 
easement  areas,  as  well  as  on  existing  trails  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed; 
specific  water  activities  and  golf  courses  should  not  be  allowed. 

• A petition  including  794  signatures  was  submitted,  expressing  opposition  to 
any  encroachment  and/or  development  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  lands. 

• Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  plans  for  a trail  through  the  Peninsula  Watershed  should 
be  accommodated. 

Alameda  Watershed 


On  the  Alameda  Watershed,  it  was  requested  that  SFWD  coordinate  with  the 
East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  to  accommodate  appropriate  access  for  trails. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  grazing  policy  address  riparian  habitat  preservation. 

Some  discouraged  SFWD  from  allowing  cattle  grazing  on  the  watersheds  and 
mentioned  impacts,  such  as  soil  erosion,  and  degradation  of  young  oak  tree 
seedlings. 

Others  supported  the  practice  of  cattle  grazing  as  a form  of  fire  management, 
as  long  as  it  did  not  affect  water  quality. 

Some  raised  concerns  regarding  the  impacts  of  quarrying,  including  impacts  on 
riparian  communities  and  siltation  of  the  water. 
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D.  Comments  Regarding  the  November,  1993  Public  Workshops 

Some  workshop  participants  commented  on  the  format  of  the  public  workshops,  as 

follows: 

• Thank  you  for  the  opportunities  for  public  input  into  the  process. 

• Several  commentors  commended  SFWD  on  the  public  forum  for  discussing  the 
planning  issues  associated  with  SEWE^s  reevaluation  of  its  water  policy. 

• Some  Alameda  Workshop  participants  requested  additional  noticing  of  the 
workshops. 

• Some  participants  requested  handouts  explaining  technical  aspects  to 
minimize  consultant  presentation  time. 


Refer  to  Appendices  D and  E of  the  complete  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management 
Plans  Public  Workshop  Report  #2  for  documentation  of  verbal  questions  and 
answers,  as  well  as  written  comments  submitted. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Key  Agency  Interview  Minutes 


1. 

Peninsula  Watershed 

August  5,  1992 

2. 

Alameda  Watershed 

August  7, 1992 

3. 

Alameda  County 

August  11,  1992 

4. 

San  Mateo  County 

August  18,  1992 

5. 

Santa  Clara  County 

August  24,  1992 

6. 

East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 

August  24,  1992 

7. 

Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 

August  25,  1992 

8. 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

September  2, 1992 

9. 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 

September  16, 1992 

10. 

Bookman  Edmonston 

September  18,  1992 

11. 

Mission  Valley  Rock  Quarry 

September  18,  1992 

12. 

San  Francisco  Water  Department  - Management  Staff 

September  21,  1992 

13. 

Josh  Milstein 

September  22, 1992 

13.5 

Watershed  Planning  Committee  #1 

September  28,  1992 

14. 

San  Francisco  Water  Department  Internal  Interviews 

September  29,  1992 

15. 

Marin  Municipal  Water  District 

October  6, 1992 

16. 

Nature  Conservancy 

October  9, 1992 

17. 

Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

October  13, 1992 

18. 

Filoli  Estate 

October  15, 1992 

19. 

California  Native  Plant  Society, 
Sierra  Club 

September  29,  1992 

20. 

Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District 

October  20, 1992 

21. 

SCORE/PARC 

October  21, 1992 

22. 

Cities  of  Pleasanton/Milpitas 

October  22, 1992 

23. 

Watershed  Planning  Committee  #2 

November  2,  1992 

24. 

Department  of  Health  Services 

November  3,  1992 

25. 

Committee  for  Green  Foothills, 

Save  Edge  wood  Park  Coalition, 

Sierra  Club  and  the  Town  of  Woodside 

November  4,  1992 
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26. 

Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust 

November  4,  1992 

27. 

Cal  trout 

November  5,  1992 

28. 

California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
Conservation  Biology  Dept/SF  State 

Novermber  12,  1992 

29. 

Santa  Clara  County  Cattlemen's  Association 

November  13,  1992 

30. 

Mid-Peninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District 

November  17,  1992 

31. 

Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers 

November  19,  1992 

32. 

San  Mateo  Coalition  of  Neighborhoods 

December  1,  1992 

33. 

Watershed  Planning  Committee  #3 

December  1, 1992 

34. 

Alameda  Watershed  Keepers 

December  3, 1992 

35. 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

December  3, 1992 

36. 

Alameda  County  Water  District 
Bay  Area  Water  Users 

December  8,  1992 

37. 

Regional  Water  Qaulity  Control  Board 

December  14, 1992 

38. 

Alameda  County  Farm  Bureau 

Alameda- Contra  Costa  County  Cattlemen's  Association 
Alameda  County  Property  and  Homeowners  S Association 

December  17,  1992 

39. 

California  Department  of  Forestry 

January  5,  1993 

40. 

United  Anglers  and  Trout  Unlimited 

January  7,  1993 

41. 

Watershed  Planning  Committee  #4 

January  13,  1993 

42. 

Golden  Gate  Anglers 

Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers 

Peninsula  Fly  Fishers 

January  14,  1993 

43. 

Local  Equestrian  Groups 

January  19,  1993 

44. 

Peninsula  Humane  Society 

San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner 

January  20,  1993 

45. 

San  Francisco  City  Office  of  Environmental  Review 

February  3,  1993 

46. 

Watershed  Planning  Committee  #5 
Technical  Advisory  Committee 

February  17,  1993 

47. 

Ed  Fonseca 

February  18,  1993 

48. 

East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District 

February  24,  1993 
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49.  Responsible  Organized  Mountain  Pedalers 

50.  Watershed  Planning  Committee 

51.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

52.  San  Mateo  Golfers  Association 


April  8,  1993 
April  20,  1993 
May  14,  1993 
August  14,  1995 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan 
Peninsula  Watershed 
Issue  Summary 
August  5,  1992 

In  attendance:  Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resource  Manager 

Joseph  Naras,  Urban  Forester 
Fred  Euphrat,  Urban  Forester 
Mark  Mueller,  Urban  Forester 
Jack  O’Shea,  Park  Ranger 
Jerry  Tilton,  Park  Ranger 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Eric  Zigas,  EDAW 

Karen  Johnson,  Montgomery  Engineering 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 

The  following  is  a brief  summary  of  the  meeting  held  with  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  regarding  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan  and  Policy 
Documents. 

1)  Historically,  there  has  been  no  proactive  management  of  the  watershed.  To  improve 
their  efforts  with  regards  to  environmental  regulations,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has 
recently  hired  Bob  Hickman  as  the  Manager  of  Environmental  Regulatory  Affairs.  The 
Peninsula  Watershed  is  relatively  free  of  human  activity.  The  goal  for  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  is  to  get  more  visibility  for  what  the  Water  Department  has  and  is 
doing. 

2)  The  PUC  was  going  to  authorize  that  an  EIR  be  conducted  on  the  golf  course.  It  was 
decided  that  this  would  be  done  after  a comprehensive  water  plan  has  been  developed. 
Contact  Romaine  Boldridge  regarding  PUC  golf  course  hearings.  Request  mailing  list  of 
those  who  were  sent  notices  and  of  meeting  attendees. 

3)  Ed  Fonseca,  City  of  San  Francisco,  was  mentioned  as  a source  of  information  on  land 
use  proposals  for  the  watershed.  Real  estate  records  will  reveal  previous  proposals. 
EDAW  will  follow  up. 

4)  The  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  has  scenic  and  recreational 
easements  on  the  watershed  lands.  In  the  mid  60’s,  1-280  was  constructed  southward, 
as  far  from  the  reservoir  as  possible.  To  protect  the  scenic  values,  the  land  was  deeded 
to  the  federal  government  to  administer  the  easement,  then  given  over  to  the  GGNRA  in 
the  mid-70’s  to  administer.  The  GGNRA  is  responsible  for  protecting  scenic  values  and 
the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  is  responsible  for  land  management.  (The  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  also  has  the  riparian  rights  to  Filoli).  At  that  time,  Jim  Carr 
of  the  PUC  and  Jerry  Conen,  the  City  Attorney  were  involved.  There  has  been  no  official 
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forum  for  dialogue  with  the  GGNRA  on  the  management  of  the  watershed.  Currently, 
subdivisions  are  encroaching  on  lands. 

5)  A 1968  conceptual  plan  by  Metcalf  and  Eddy  included  a golf  course,  trails,  swimming 
pool,  nature  center  and  fishing  areas.  (Obtain  this  report). 

6)  The  watershed  is  designated  as  a Fish  & Game  Refuge  and  is  home  to  many 
endangered  species.  U.S.  Fish  & Wildlife  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  & Game 
will  be  very  interested  in  the  management  plan. 

7)  San  Mateo  County  maintains  20  miles  of  trail  system  and  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  has  a good  working  relationship  with  them.  They  would  like  more  connectors 
and  trails  established.  There  is  an  Advisory  Trails  Committee  to  the  County.  The 
committee  chairman  is  an  equestrian  and  belongs  to  the  Woodside  Trail  Club. 

8)  There  are  10  full  time  rangers  and  peace  officers,  deputized  by  the  San  Mateo  County 
Sheriff’s  Department 

9)  Attempts  are  being  made  to  buy  the  Phleger  Estate  and  deed  it  over  to  the  GGNRA. 
The  Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  District  is  trying  to  purchase  it.  Lots  of  meetings  are 
taking  place  on  the  study  of  the  land.  Due  to  the  neighbor  policy  the  land  could  be 
subdivided. 

10)  Browning  Ferris  Landfill  - Watershed  Management  plan  should  address  any  landfill 
development  that  would  drain  into  the  watershed. 

1 1 ) Other  Issues  to  consider: 

hunters  trespassing 
fishing/swimming 
vehicle  parking 

hazardous  materials  discoveries 
drug  related  activities 
Skylawn  Cemetery  expansion 

Highway  35  - dumping  of  drums,  RV’s  dump  loads,  Fly  dumping  loads 

12)  One  hundred  and  fifty  people  work  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  on  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  out  of  the  Millbrae  office. 

13)  Pilarcitos  Creek  Restoration  Committee  - Half  Moon  Bay  citizens  want  to  restore  the 
lower  half  of  the  creek  and  want  water  releases  for  fishing  purposes.  At  present,  two 
dams,  one  which  was  built  in  the  1800’s,  are  impassable  and  have  created  landlocked 
salmon  in  the  reservoir.  There  is  also  a Steelhead  population  in  the  creek. 
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1 4)  The  Management  Plan  should  include  suitability  and  compatibility  zones  and  possibly 
adopt  BMP’s  and  guidelines  to  ensure  consistent  policies. 

15)  One  of  the  key  documents  is  the  Forest  Practice  Act.  Management  practices  could 
be  adopted  from  this,  which  states  that  any  agency  will  not  clear  more  that  1/4  acre  of 
vegetation  and  will  only  cross  a creek  under  specific  conditions.  It  can  be  considered  a 
tool  to  gain  legitimacy. 

16)  Some  of  the  issues  associated  with  new  trails  include  utilization  of  roads,  fire 
management,  camping,  sanitation,  littering  and  security. 

17)  Land  use  proposals  include  a shooting  range  at  the  quarry,  a San  Mateo  Golf 
Course,  an  Avian  Conservation  Center  operated  by  the  SF  Zoo,  fish  releases  at  Pilarcitos 
Creek  and  fishing  proposals  on  Crystal  Springs  by  CalTrout  and  United  Anglers. 

18)  Potential  workshop  locations  include: 

San  Francisco 

San  Mateo  (College  of  San  Mateo  @ West  Hillsdale  exit) 

Sunol  Golf  Course 
Sunol  Glen  School 

19)  It  was  agreed  that  the  project  efforts  would  be  enhanced  if  the  project  team  made 
early  and  frequent  contact  with  key  agency  personnel.  All  four  Counties  as  well  as 
EBRPD,  GGNRA  and  Fish  & Game  will  be  contacted  for  key  agency  meetings. 

Below  are  suggested  contacts  for  information  and  mailing  list: 

GGNRA  Staff:  Brian  O’Neill,  Nancy  Horner,  Gil  Silper.  Terry  Thomas  (plant  ecologist)  and 
Doug  Nadeau. 

Meet  with  Josh  Milstein,  City  of  San  Francisco  Attorney  for  knowledge  of  GGNRA 
easements. 

Bob  Everett  manager  of  the  San  Mateo  County  trails 
California  Department  of  Forestry 

Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  regarding  development  plans  and  25-acre  subdivision 
in  lower  sections. 

Belmont  and  Highlands  Community  Homeowners  Associations 
California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans) 

Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust,  Audrey  Rust,  3000  Sand  Hill  Road,  Bldg.  4,  Suite  135, 
Menlo  Park,  CA  94025,  (415)  854-7696  (3,000  members.  Call  for  board  member  names 
and  newsletter  information). 

Nature  Conservancy 

Academic  Community:  Mike  Vasey  - SF  State,  Coordinator,  Conservation  Biology 
Program 

Bob  Bartaracco  - Marin  Water  District 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan 
Alameda  County  Watershed 
Issue  Summary 
August  7,  1992 


In  attendance:  Ed  Stewart  - SF  Watershed  Resources  Manager 

Leo  Bauer,  SFWD-Alameda  Division 
Tim  Koopman,  Agricultural  Land  Agent 
George  Lester,  Urban  Forester 
David  Blau-  EDAW 

Bonnie  Nixon  - Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart  - Public  Affairs  Management 
Karen  Johnson  - Montgomery  Engineering 
Olivia  Chen  - The  Pacific  Group 

The  following  is  a summary  of  the  meeting  with  Alameda  County  regarding  the  San 
Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan. 

1 ) The  initial  presentation  provided  an  overview  of  the  development  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Plan  and  the  Program  EIR  that  will  be  prepared.  The  management  plan  will 
include  some  site  specific  and  some  zone  specific  recommendations.  A range  of  options, 
rather  than  a policy,  per  se,  may  be  appropriate.  The  program  is  expected  to  be 
completed  in  3-4  years  (Only  funding  for  Phase  1 has  been  authorized). 

Activities  include: 

Existing  /Historical  Working  Papers 

Goals  and  Objectives 

Review  all  data  sources  (environmental) 

Alternative  Strategies 

Issues/priorities  to  consider: 
preserve  water  quality 
revenue  producing  factors 
increase  recreational  use 

2)  The  Watershed  Management  plan  will  verify  priorities  and  objectives  via  interviews 
with  the  S.F.  Water  Department  and  watershed  land  staff  and  PUC  workshop  or 
interviews. 

3)  If  the  plan  determines  there  are  no  environmental  impacts,  a negative  declaration 
could  be  initiated.  However,  it  is  unlikely  that  there  would  be  no  environmental  impacts, 
even  with  a no  action  alternative.  A program  level  management  plan  EIR  will  address 
policy  and  guidelines  and  create  a foundation  so  that  specific  proposals  can  be  dealt  with 
as  they  arise. 
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4)  Leo  Bauer  requested  and  was  provided  with  copies  of  the  proposal,  organization 
charts,  scope  of  work  and  schedule.  It  will  be  important  to  copy  him  on  Alameda 
Watershed  developments  and  documentation. 

5)  The  team  will  use  a comprehensive,  overall  database  (GIS)  to  store  all  data  collected. 

6)  There  are  approximately  60  parcels  within  the  watershed.  According  to  the  1991 
Financial  Report,  $4  million  in  revenues  was  received  from  both  watersheds.  Some  of 
the  uses  and  revenues  include: 

21  grazing  - $1 4/acre 
4 nursery  leases 
2 quarries  - $900,000 
1 golf  course-  $380,000 
1 school 

Commercial  use  - Quantic,  Loral 

The  Calaveras  Reservoir  always  had  significant  land  use  activity  and  has  been  intensively 
managed. 

7)  Policy  and  Management:  Not  much  effort  has  been  put  into  watershed  policy  and 
management  considerations.  Many  issues  remain  unresolved. 

8)  Grazing  Leases:  It  was  suggested  that  the  Water  Department  and  the  County  begin 
to  move  away  from  trying  to  maximize  income  from  grazing  and  release  some  of  their 
leases.  Good  stewardship  of  the  land  should  take  priority  over  revenue  production.  The 
County  has  been  maximizing  revenues  since  1968.  Some  of  the  land  leases  have  gone 
from  $3. 75/acre  to  $1 1 .00  an  acre.  Many  of  these  landowners  have  overstocked  and 
neglected  the  land.  The  drought  created  dramatic  impacts  and  the  need  for  a grazing 
policy  (seasonal)  and  stocking  rates  are  important. 

9)  The  Water  Department  is  also  looking  for  direction  towards  policies  regarding 
surrounding  land  uses.  The  Water  Department  should  attempt  to  purchase  more  land  in 
the  watershed.  A management  plan  would  give  the  Water  Department  influence  over 
policies  regarding  adjacent  land  uses. 

1 0)  Land  Access:  There  is  a problem  with  land  access  to  some  of  the  parcels.  Private 
owners  (Oakridge  Rancheros)  are  looking  to  subdivide  the  Grimmer  parcel  into  100-acre 
parcels  so  that  they  can  collect  the  maximum  revenue  when  they  sell.  The  access  road 
is  presumably  a County-maintained  road  through  the  watershed.  The  road  has  a locked 
gate.  The  Water  Department  has  been  communicating  with  Alameda  County  and  the 
Trust  for  Public  Lands  for  potential  purchase  of  the  parcel. 
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1 1 ) Development:  There  are  a number  of  concerns  including  poaching,  adjacent  land  use 
activities  and  plans  for  subdivision/development.  Access  by  Ranch  Road,  Marsh  Road 
(kept  locked  by  Fire  Management)  and  Weller  Road  cause  erosion  and  transportation 
problems. 

There  is  a lot  of  development  pressure  along  Calaveras  Boulevard  and  Fremont  and 
Milpitas  are  looking  to  expand  their  City  boundaries. 

12)  Quarries:  Apperson  Quarry  has  been  proposed  and  is  being  permitted  by  Alameda 
County.  1000  gravel  trucks/day  through  watershed  lands  is  expected.  Alameda  County 
Water  District’s  primary  concern  is  maintaining  water  quantity  and  quality.  The 
maintenance  and  expansion  of  quarries  must  be  examined.  Quarry  operations  in  the 
watershed  are  directly  connected  with  development  in  Alameda.  County  Planning  has  an 
active  Citizens’  Advisory  Committee  with  well  connected  members  (Bill  Howard)  and  a 
strong  quarry  interest. 

Other  quarries:  Mission  Valley  Rock,  Lonestar 

13)  Nurseries:  Leases  were  changed  to  provide  water  to  the  nurseries.  Terms  of  the 
leases  require  the  following: 

o The  nurseries  must  maintain  72  hour  usage, 
o They  must  provide  monthly  reports  on  use  of  chemicals, 
o Although  the  water  is  metered  the  nurseries  do  not  pay  for  it. 

o There  is  no  policy,  regulations,  measuring  or  monitoring  of  the  nursery 

practices. 

14)  Golf  Interest:  Sunol  Golf  Course  would  like  to  expand  to  54  holes.  Exposure  and 
water  liability  issues  are  of  concern. 

15)  Property  Boundary  issues:  Half  of  the  Sunol  Glen  Elementary  School  yard  is  on 
watershed  land.  State  legislation  made  the  school  its  own  district. 

16)  Commercial  Uses:  Quantic  (Stanford  Research  Lab),  began  as  research  and 
development  and  currently  produces  and  test  explosives  for  space.  The  bunkers  are  a 
very  clean  operation.  Issues  to  consider:  Is  this  considered  an  incompatible  use?  Should 
the  lease  be  renewed?  Can  watershed  protection  occur? 

Loral  is  an  aerospace  company  that  conducts  electronics  testing  and  manufactures  small 
devices. 

The  Chevron  pipeline  lease  also  brings  in  revenue.  The  high  pressure  pipeline  carries 
aviation  fuel  from  Bethel  Island  and  crosses  through  the  watershed.  It  is  monitored  from 
Bakersfield  through  tank  farms.  It  provides  fuel  for  farms  in  San  Jose.  It  was  built  early 
in  the  1960’s,  prior  to  the  reservoir.  There  is  no  containment  of  the  pipeline  which 


crosses  the  Calaveras  Fault,  just  north  of  Alameda  Creek.  Eventually  it  should  be  moved 
out  of  the  watershed.  In  the  interim,  the  Water  Department  has  sent  a letter  requesting 
that  the  pipeline  be  reinforced  with  double  walls  as  there  are  is  earthquake  protection. 
Codes  were  violated  on  Calaveras  Pipeline  Project.  Chevron  was  asked  to  find  mitigation 
areas  and  to  fence  riparian  zones. 

A second  high  pressure  pipeline  is  located  in  Fremont  in  Sunol  Valley.  For  two  miles  it 
follows  the  railroad  tracks. 

17)  United  Pacific  Railroad  has  15  freight  and  special  excursion  trains  each  day  that 
travel  through  the  watershed.  There  is  the  potential  for  a high-speed  commuter  rail.  The 
location  of  the  tracks  should  be  examined. 

18)  Native  American  Interests:  The  Ohlone  Indian  Tribe  is  stating  that  they  have  rights 
to  the  woodland  riparian  forest.  They  are  securing  an  official  designation  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  will  file  a claim. 

19)  Fishing:  Spring  Valley  - Santa  Clara  County  would  like  to  see  fishing  permitted  in 
the  reservoir. 

20)  Hiking  Interests:  Twenty-three  miles  of  foot  trails  are  managed  by  EBRPD.  There 
are  no  other  public  access  trails  within  the  watershed.  The  agricultural  community  feels 
that  continued  use  of  unfenced  public  access  trails  may  impact  the  watershed.  Trail  use 
peaks  in  the  spring  and  fall. 

21)  Patrolling  Concerns:  There  are  six  watershed  keepers.  Alameda  County  has  been 
unresponsive  to  law  enforcement  problems.  The  Park  District  also  has  law  enforcement 
officers  and  there  is  also  a Fish  & Game  Warden.  Unsavory  activities  in  the  watershed 
include:  drug  labs,  parties,  murders  and  stolen  cars. 

Alameda  County  is  requiring  additional  training.  Security  policies  are  in  place.  The  Water 
Department  has  to  deal  with  both  City  and  County  issues  due  to  the  nature  of  their 
jurisdiction. 

22)  Endangered  Species:  There  is  not  a lot  of  data  available  on  species  that  live  within 
the  watershed.  There  are  Bald  Eagles  nesting  in  the  San  Antonio  and  Calaveras 
Reservoir  areas,  and  Golden  Eagles  in  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir.  The  Tri-Colored 
blackbird  (they  may  be  listed)  and  the  Alameda  whip  snake  are  present.  Feral  pigs  are 
also  located  near  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir. 

Streams  and  tributaries  run  into  San  Antonio  and  Indian  Creek  arroyo.  Genetically  pure, 
landlocked  steelhead  trout  (species  of  special  concern)  are  said  to  be  located  in  the 
springs.  They  run  up,  spawn  and  run  down  the  creeks  before  the  pools  dry  up. 
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The  Tule  Elk  are  present  in  the  watershed  and  their  numbers  are  growing.  No  hunting 
is  allowed. 

A Winter  waterfowl  survey  was  done  by  George  Lesher.  Hans  Peters,  a local  biologist, 
can  be  contacted  for  information  on  Golden  Eagles  in  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir.  He  has 
studied  them  for  the  last  12-15  years.  A bird  survey  in  the  Santa  Clara/Calaveras  area 
has  been  done. 

23)  Adjacent  Property  owners:  On  the  eastern  side,  much  of  the  land  has  been  owned 
by  the  same  families  for  years.  One  of  the  original  purposes  of  the  land  was  for  hunting 
cabins.  The  land  was  not  highly  valued  grazing  terrain.  It  is  zoned  agricultural. 

In  1989,  Alameda  County  tried  to  expand  the  100-acre  minimum  of  zoned  land  to  a 
320-acre  minimum.  They  were  unsuccessful  due  to  a law  suit. 

24)  Fishing,  Hiking,  Equestrian  and  S.F.  Zoo  Interests:  No  fishing  is  allowed  in  the 
reservoir.  Fishing  interests  include:  County  of  Santa  Clara  (Calaveras  Reservoir),  United 
Anglers  and  California  Trout.  Trout  and  Steelhead  run  in  the  Alameda  Creek. 

Hiking:  The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  skirts  the  water  district  (Muir  Trail  Loop). 

Equestrian  interests:  Skyline  Stables  has  200-300  horses.  They  want  to  use  500  acres 
on  the  north  end  of  the  watershed  land  to  exercise  the  horses.  Other  equestrian  interests 
would  like  a private  trail  system  in  Sunol  Valley  that  will  connect  up  with  the  EBRPD  trail 
system. 

The  S.F.  Zoo  has  proposed  an  avian  center  and  a 1,400  acre  paddocks  for  hoofed 
animals  like  giraffes. 

25)  Environmental  Studies  Underway:  Bookman/Edmonston  Study  of  Alameda  Creek 
Fisheries.  Looking  at  how  to  move  water  between  two  reservoirs.  85%  of  water  supply 
comes  from  Hetch  Hetchy.  The  San  Antonio  Reservoir:  150  acre  ft.  Calaveras  Reservoir: 
100  acre  ft. 

CalTrout  challenged  San  Francisco  water  rights.  They  wanted  to  direct  water  from  Arroyo 
into  Calaveras  and  then  into  the  system  in  order  to  have  fish  releases. 

Study  will  include: 

• Two  reservoirs,  1 creek  and  fish. 

• Possibility  of  fishing  releases  (engineering  and  biological  aspects). 

• Where  would  the  water  be  picked  up  from? 

• How  much  water  released,  returned?  The  consequences  of  returning  it. 

• Inflows  and  outflows  with  and  without  Hetch  Hetchy  plant. 

• Develop  guidelines  for  nursery  and  quarry  operations. 
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• Feasibility  of  restoring  trout  habitat. 

• Evaluate  land  use  component  in  Sunol  Valley. 

• A hydro  plant  may  be  proposed. 

The  Bookman  Edmonston  study  will  be  on  a faster  track,  to  be  completed  in  one  year. 

Contacts:  Olivia  Chen/  Terry  Erlewine/  Herb  Greydanus  (91 6)  446-1 407  (fax  - 446-6128) 
Bio  Systems  - trout  fishery 
Ogden  - riparian  areas 

Rudolph  Scalanian  - geotech  hydraulics  (looking  at  wells) 

26)  Give  Jack  or  John  (Peninsula)  or  George  (Calavaras)  a week’s  notice  for  a special 
permit  to  access  the  watershed  areas,  (name,  vehicle/license  number  and  day  of  visit) 

Project  Information  Contacts: 

Romaine  Boldridge  - PUC  554-7311  (Golf  Course  PUC  Hearings)  in  Redwood  City  and 
San  Mateo. 

-Apperson 
-Myron  Harris 
-Wobb 

-Maverick  Land  & Cattle 
-Raul 

-Sherrer  Family 
-Chapman 

-Amura  Land  & Cattle  Company  (Lee  Montgomery  & Assoc.) 

-Bue  Family 

Don  Reesler,  EBRPD  is  the  local  Superintendent 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Alameda  County  Meeting 
Issue  Summary 
August  11,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  James  (Buzz)  Sorensen,  Assistant  Planning  Director 

Annemarie  Dietzgen,  Environmental  Planning 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resources  Manager 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  presentation  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 
and  Policy  Documents.  The  schedule  and  the  EDAW  team’s  scope  of  work  were  also 
discussed.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  discuss  Alameda  County’s  interests  and 
issues. 

1. )  Alameda  County  and  local  jurisdictions  are  planning  quite  a bit  of  development 
upstream  of  the  reservoirs. 

2. )  The  County  plans  to  maintain  agricultural,  open  space  and  park  designations  for 
properties  surrounding  the  watershed. 

3. )  Hydrological  boundaries  and  highly  erosive  soils  were  discussed  and  the  County 
suggested  that  the  team  speak  with  the  City  of  Pleasanton  about  their  growth  plans. 
Ruby  Hill  will  -be  annexed  into  Pleasanton.  Lands  adjacent  to  the  Fairgrounds  near 
Bernal  and  1-680  are  also  slated  for  development.  Pleasanton  is  also  considering 
development  of  the  Castlewood  area. 

4. )  The  County  is  now  revising  their  Open  Space  Element  and  would  like  to  receive  a 
map  with  general  boundaries  or  guidelines  to  designate  the  surrounding  watershed  area 
as  primary  watershed  lands  for  protection.  They  would  also  like  to  receive  the  criteria  that 
would  help  to  determine  if  land  should  be  designated  primary  watershed.  They  hold 
regular  workshop  sessions  with  their  planning  commission  and  would  discuss  the 
watershed  designation  and  criteria  at  one  of  the  meetings. 

5. )  Development  pressure  to  the  north  of  the  watershed  will  increase  the  pressure  to 
trespass  on  the  north  shore  of  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir.  Even  though  it  is  presently 
fenced,  gated  and  posted,  trespassing  is  a problem.  The  County  suggested  that  some 
type  of  controlled  access  be  considered.  Some  of  the  general  public  is  frustrated  that 
they  do  not  have  access  to  any  of  the  lands  around  the  reservoirs. 
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6. )  Alameda  County  would  like  information  on  the  Hetch  Hetchy  studies  as  they  have 
some  specific  concerns  about  Sunol  Valley.  The  Alameda  Creek  Fishery  Study  was  also 
discussed. 

7. )  The  County  is  concerned  that  there  is  no  master  plan  on  what  lands  should  and 
should  not  be  mined.  They  would  like  to  participate  with  the  Water  Department  on  this 
type  of  an  effort.  The  County  felt  that  there  should  be  a Master  Reclamation  Plan  for  the 
quarries.  Mission  Valley  Rock  is  preparing  a permit  application  for  submittal.  The  City 
of  San  Francisco  drafted  a letter  that  communicates  their  inability  to  respond  to  an 
expansion  at  this  time  until  the  Sunol  Valley  studies  are  complete.  Alameda  County 
would  like  a copy  of  the  letter  for  their  permit  requests.  The  SF  City  Attorney  has  the 
letter. 

8. )  Alameda  County  has  participated  in  an  EIR  for  an  Apperson  Ridge  Quarry  and  is 
reserving  the  right  to  mine  it  when  it  becomes  economically  viable.  They  have  an  eighty 
year  permit  and  their  intent  is  to  protect  the  ridge  for  sand  and  gravel  use.  A review  is 
required  every  five  years  and  a water  quality  and  monitoring  effort  is  planned.  The 
County  will  send  Public  Affairs  Management  a copy  of  the  Apperson  Ridge  Public  Hearing 
transcripts,  mailing  list  and  EIR. 

9. )  The  County  asked  if  San  Francisco  can  sell  water  to  Alameda  County  customers? 
The  Water  Department  stated  that  they  are  not  authorized  to  retail  water  to  customers 
outside  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

1 0. )  There  was  discussion  over  the  appropriate  area  for  the  Tule  Elk.  They  were  going 
to  be  relocated  to  Ohlone  as  mitigation  for  the  Apperson  Ridge  EIR.  The  Sierra  Club, 
Department  of  Fish  & Game  and  EBRPD  opposed  their  movement.  San  Francisco 
suggested  that  watershed  grazing  area  be  dedicated  to  the  elk  with  fair  compensation  for 
the  loss  of  revenue  on  grazing  leases. 

11. )  The  County  lost  a law  suit  to  the  proponents  of  Oakridge  Rancheros  which  would 
have  kept  the  required  parcel  acreage  to  a minimum  of  320  acres.  This  minimum  was 
being  titled  the  King  Plan  and  was  intended  to  protect  private  landowners  from  breaking 
up  the  parcels  into  small  holdings.  The  proponents  of  the  law  suit  stated  that  they  are 
not  interested  in  developing  the  land  as  much  as  receiving  maximum  value  from  the 
agencies  wishing  to  purchase  the  land.  Access  to  the  Oakridge  Rancheros  is  through  the 
watershed,  and  impacts  on  the  roads  due  to  erosion  must  be  considered.  This  land  is 
also  in  the  viewshed  of  the  Ohlone  Wilderness. 

12. )  The  County  would  like  a copy  of  EDAW’s  Scope  of  Work. 

1 3. )  The  County’s  auditorium  holds  over  200  people  for  potential  public  meetings.  Sunol 
Glen  School  and  Dublin  City  Hall  are  also  good  locations. 
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Below  are  suggested  contacts  for  information  and  mailing  list: 

Sunol  Citizens  Organized  Regarding  Environment  (SCORE) 

Livermore  Amador  Valley  County  Organization  (LAVCO) 

Brian  Swift,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Pleasanton 

Hans  Peters,  Raptor  studies  and  sitings,  Professor  at  Chabot  College 

Joe  Didinato,  Raptor  studies,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 

Steve  Leonard,  Hetch  Hetchy,  Millbrae  - 872-2900 

Virginia  McCulloch,  Sunol  Activist 

Pat  Stillman,  Sunol  Activist 

Lynn  Bauer,  Engineer  opposing  King  Plan,  Former  EBRPD  Director 

Arnold  Krakow,  King  Plan 

Ohlone  Audubon  Society 

Preserve  Area  Ridgelands  Committee 

Quarry  operators  (Mission  Valley  Rock  and  Lonestar) 

Pleasanton  Ridgeland  Committee 

Kateri  Harrison  - 670-5400,  working  with  Cities  on  designating  Route  84  a scenic  corridor 

Sierra  Club 

Valley  Times 

Tri  Valley  Herald 

Oakland  Tribune 

Daily  Review 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
San  Mateo  County 
Issue  Summary 
August  18,  1992 

Meeting  Attendees:  David  A.  Christy,  Director  Parks  & Recreation  Division 

Paul  M.  Koenig,  Director  Environmental  Services  Agency 
William  Rozar,  Development  Review  Manager 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resources  Manager 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  presentation  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 
and  Policy  Documents.  Bonnie  Nixon  supplemented  that  presentation  with  a scope  of 
work  and  schedule  and  description  of  the  public  and  agency  outreach  efforts  for  the 
watershed  management  study. 

1. )  San  Mateo  County’s  number  one  priority  for  the  watershed  area  is  to  develop  a golf 
course.  They  have  identified  six  locations,  two  of  which  are  in  the  watershed.  One  is  in 
the  southern  watershed  adjacent  to  the  Edgewood  Park  and  the  second  is  to  expand 
existing  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course.  Fifty  to  sixty  thousand  San  Mateo  County  golfers 
are  expected  to  use  the  golf  course.  The  Town  of  Woodside  objected  to  the  southern 
watershed  for  a golf  course. 

2. )  The  original  site  of  San  Mateo’s  Golf  Course  was  located  at  Edgewood  Park.  There 
were  difficulties  in  controlling  water  runoff  and  concerns  about  threatened  and 
endangered  plants.  A coalition,  headed  by  Carolyn  Curtis  "Save  the  Edgewood  Park 
Coalition",  emerged  to  oppose  the  citing  of  a golf  course  at  Edgewood.  The  Sierra  Club, 
CA  Native  Plant  Society  and  the  Committee  for  Green  Foothills  supported  the  effort  to 
oppose  a golf  course  at  Edgewood  Park.  In  addition  to  the  threatened  and  endangered 
plants,  a checkered  butterfly,  considered  an  endangered  species,  resides  at  the  golf 
course  site.  The  San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors  was  ready  to  declare 
Edgewood  Park  a permanent  open  space  reserve. 

3. )  Another  one  of  San  Mateo’s  goals  is  to  continue  to  construct  and  maintain  trails 
throughout  the  watershed.  Over  200,000  people  a year  use  the  Sawyer  Camp  Trail  which 
is  the  link  between  the  lower  and  upper  Crystal  Springs  reservoirs.  Presently  there  is  a 
lack  of  parking  available  for  hikers  using  the  Sawyer  Camp  Trail. 

4. )  San  Mateo  County  supports  a Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  and  County  attorneys  are 
presently  drafting  an  agreement  between  with  the  County  Council.  A letter  exists  for  the 
mayor  to  approve  the  trail  plan. 
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5. )  Some  endangered  animal  and  plant  species  known  to  exist  in  the  San  Francisco 
Watershed  include  the  Wooly  Sunflower  and  the  San  Francisco  garter  snake. 

6. )  Additional  concern  is  the  design  of  the  underpass  near  Interstate  280,  which  crosses 
over  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  property. 

7. )  Two  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors  are  running  for  the  same  seat  in 
Congress,  Anna  Eshoo  and  Tom  Huening. 

8. )  In  1965,  a County  study  recommended  that  a shooting  range  be  located  in  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  quarry.  San  Mateo  County  wishes  to  relocate  Coyote  Point 
Shooting  Range  and  is  interested  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed  quarry  as  a potential 
location.  Seven  local  police  departments  use  Coyote  Point  as  a shooting  range.  Several 
associated  issues  include  safety,  noise,  and  visual  impacts.  A blue  ribbon  task  force  has 
been  appointed  in  San  Mateo  County  to  cite  several  locations  for  the  shooting  range. 
The  Highlands  Community  was  extremely  apposed  to  the  shooting  range  being  located 
at  the  quarry  in  the  watershed.  Senator  Quentin  Kopp  supports  the  shooting  range. 
Since  the  Peninsula  Watershed  is  also  a Fish  and  Game  Refuge  this  issue  must  be 
studied  in  more  depth.  Ed  Stewart  suggested  that  the  County  investigate  the  CHP 
Shooting  Range  on  the  other  side  of  the  Dumbarton  Bridge.  The  County  also  stated  that 
they  are  exploring  the  possibility  of  enclosing  the  Coyote  Point  site. 

9. )  An  additional  item  to  be  aware  of  is  that  the  California  Department  of  Transportation 
has  been  examining  the  widening  of  Highway  92  to  a three  lane  road  from  Pilarcitos  to 
Skyline  Ridge. 

10. )  There  is  a great  deal  of  concern  over  the  Phleger  Estate  and  the  ability  to  maintain 
it  as  open  space.  The  Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  trust  is  presently  trying  to  purchase 
the  land. 

11. )  Adjacent  land  uses  to  be  examined  closely  include  a.)  the  expansion  of  Browning 
Ferris  Industries  - BFI  must  be  watched  closely  to  monitor  potential  impacts  on  the 
watershed  and  b.)  cemetery  expansion  and  methods  of  grading. 

12. )  Recreational  uses  should  be  examined  for  the  water  temple.  The  Pilarcitos  Creek 
Restoration  Committee  based  in  Half  Moon  Bay  is  interested  in  stream  restoration  and 
the  return  of  the  Steelhead  Trout. 

13. )  Several  years  ago  the  county  studied  Apponolio  Ridge  to  side  a landfill.  It  soon 
became  a no  growth  issue.  Thomas  Reed  Associates  conducted  the  EIR  for  the  County. 
Harding  Lawson  conducted  the  EIS  for  San  Francisco  and  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers 
for  the  Ox  Mountain  landfill  in  the  same  region  examining  three  or  four  canyons.  It  was 
determined  that  no  endangered  species  or  San  Francisco  Garter  Snake  exist  in  the  area. 
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14. )  The  County  presently  has  a Fish  and  Wildlife  Committee,  Parks  and  Recreation 
Commission  and  Equestrian  Group. 

15. )  The  Parks  surrounding  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  in  San  Mateo  County  include 
Huddard,  San  Pedro,  Assione,  and  Purissima.  Other  proposals  in  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  lands  include  an  avian  center  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Zoo,  fisheries, 
fishing  on  the  reservoirs,  an  Olympic  training  center,  the  location  for  the  Renaissance 
Pleasure  Faire  and  a Giant  Baseball  center. 

16. )  A series  of  articles  appeared  in  the  Chronicle  comparing  what  other  water 
departments  allowed  on  their  watershed  land.  The  articles  indicated  that  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  maintains  watershed  land  with  highly  restrictive  use  where 
as  other  water  departments  allow  parks,  fishing  and  boating. 

Below  are  suggested  contacts  for  information  and  mailing  list: 

Carolyn  Curtis,  Save  the  Park  Coalition 
Lennie  Roberts,  Committee  for  Green  Foothills 
Dorothy  Yetter,  ISD,  San  Mateo  County  Right-of-Way 

Richard  Silver,  Clerk  of  San  Mateo  Board  of  Supervisors,  to  obtain  lists  of  homeowners 

associations  including  the  Highlands,  Ticonderoga,  Kings  Mountain 

Ann  Taylor,  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation,  the  Filoli  Estate 

Keith  Mangold,  Geology,  University  of  California  Cultural  Extension 

Larry  Kolb,  Regional  Quality  Water  Control  Board 

Roman  Genkin,  Academic  Scientist  on  Bio-Diversity  Issues  383-1826 

Dennis  Murphy,  Bio-Diversity 

Jim  Warren,  Kings  Mountain  Homeowner,  computer  expert 
Phoebe  Hearst  Cook,  Olympic  Training  Center 

Steve  Leonard,  (SFWD  - Hetch  Hetchy)  Spoke  at  the  City/County  Association  of 
Governments 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Santa  Clara  County 
Issue  Summary 
August  24,  1992 

Meeting  Attendees:  Hugh  H.  Graham,  Senior  Planner,  Advance  Planning  Office 

Robert  L.  Sturdivant  AICP,  Chief  Planning  Officer 
Bill  Shoe,  Associate  Planner 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resources  Manager 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  presentation  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 
and  Policy  Documents.  Bonnie  Nixon  supplemented  that  presentation  with  a scope  of 
work,  schedule  and  description  of  the  public  and  agency  outreach  efforts  for  the 
watershed  management  study. 

1. )  Santa  Clara  County  foresees  no  effort  to  make  the  lands  surrounding  the  watershed 
less  restrictive  in  terms  of  zoning.  In  fact,  the  Santa  Clara  County  Water  District  is 
presently  seeking  more  restrictions  around  watershed  land.  There  are  15,000  acres  of 
San  Francisco  Watershed  land  in  Santa  Clara  County.  The  minimum  parcel  acreage  for 
agricultural  parcels  is  160  acres  in  Santa  Clara  County. 

2. )  The  Grimmer  Parcel  also  requires  160  acre  lot  sizes  and  not  20  acre  lots.  Lands  that 
were  deeded  to  private  landowners  (deeds  over  150  years  old),  have  been  difficult  to 
change. 

3. )  A major  concern  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  includes  the  poor  design  and 
maintenance  of  Marsh  Road,  a County-maintained  road.  The  road  accounts  for  quite  a 
bit  of  erosion  which  ultimately  impacts  the  Calaveras  Reservoir.  The  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  is  interested  in  assuming  maintenance  of  the  road  to  control  public 
access.  County  lands  and  lands  in  Milpitas  are  developing. 

4. )  Santa  Clara  County  would  like  a map  that  plots  the  entire  Alameda  Creek  Watershed 
and  not  just  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  lands.  The  County  does  not  presently  have 
any  grazing  policies  and  at  this  point  just  fences  in  riparian  areas. 

5. )  The  County  requested  information  about  the  status  of  the  commercial  testing  sites 
owned  by  Quantic  and  Loral.  The  County  will  be  reviewing  a reuse  permit  for  those 
facilities  in  the  near  future  and  was  interested  in  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department’s 
position  about  whether  these  facilities  are  compatible  with  watershed  use. 

6. )  Santa  Clara  County  and  Milpitas  are  presently  in  a joint  Specific  Plan  planning  effort. 
An  additional  concern  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  regarding  the  grazing 
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policies  in  the  Alameda  County  Watershed  and  on  surrounding  lands.  Santa  Clara 
County  has  no  grazing  policies  at  this  time. 

7. )  The  Santa  Clara  County  Specific  Plan  depicts  the  Calaveras  Reservoir  as  a park  and 
ecological  preserve.  Recreational  uses  on  the  reservoir  include  picnicking,  boating  and 
fishing. 

8. )  There  is  opposition  to  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Alameda  County 
Watershed  from  private  property  owners.  A potential  trail  is  planned  on  the  southwest 
side  of  Calaveras  Road,  which  is  considered  a scenic  road  in  the  Santa  Clara  County 
General  Plan.  This  trail  is  expected  to  connect  up  with  the  Alameda  County  Trail, 
operated  and  maintained  by  the  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District. 

9)  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  is  concerned  about  road  maintenance  practices 
and  the  potential  for  dumping  of  slough  material.  The  County  stated  that  two  years  from 
next  January,  Santa  Clara  will  have  four  new  supervisors  and  most  of  the  supervisors 
presently  in  office  are  interested  in  environmental,  road  management  and  pesticide 
issues. 

1 0. )  The  completion  schedule  for  the  Santa  Clara  County  General  Plan  is  unknown  at  this 
time.  The  County  requested  that  the  Water  Department  provide  information  to  assist 
them  in  designating  watershed  land  and  criteria  to  include  in  their  land  use  and  resource 
element  of  their  General  Plan.  The  County  would  like  to  have  an  assessment  as  to  how 
the  watershed  area  impacts  them  and  how  they,  the  County,  impact  on  the  overlapping 
areas,  element  and  policies. 

11. )  The  County  requested  that  the  Water  Department  hold  public  meetings  in  Milpitas. 
Santa  Clara  County  is  interested  in  receiving  a statement  and  scope  of  work  for  the 
management  plan.  The  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District,  has  prepared  a general  water 
supply  master  plan. 

12. )  Santa  Clara  County  has  data  available  on  the  historic  and  archeological  resources 
and  several  other  resource  categories  and  will  be  happy  to  work  with  Water  Department 
and  their  project  team  in  obtaining  appropriate  data. 

13. )  Open  space  studies  and  ridgeland  studies  were  conducted  by  Santa  Clara  and 
Alameda  Counties. 

1 4. )  The  County  asked  the  Water  Department  if  they  had  an  earthquake  emergency  plan 
in  place  for  what  they  would  do  to  reconstruct  the  dam  roads  and  reservoirs,  in  the  event 
of  an  earthquake.  The  Water  Department  stated  that  they  have  a rigorous  inspection 
program  in  place. 
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1 5.)  The  County  was  interested  in  whether  the  Water  Department  felt  they  were  managing 
the  quarries  properly.  They  are  interested  in  working  together  on  this  issue. 


Below  are  suggested  contacts  for  information  and  mailing  list: 

Frank  Maitski,  Santa  Clara  County  Water  District,  Watershed  Division,  265-2600 

Rex  Lindsay,  Personal  Property  Rights 

Mt.  Hamilton  Association 

Vicki  Moore,  Greenbelt  Alliance 

Larry  Livingston,  Urban  Planning 

Bob  Twist,  Urban  Planning 

Professor  Lewis,  Hayward 

Don  Weeden,  Santa  Clara  County 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 
Issues  Summary 

August  24,  1992 

Meeting  Attendees:  Steve  Fiala,  Trail  Specialist,  EBRPD  635-0135 

Jerry  Kent,  Operations,  EBRPD 
Steve  Jones,  Operations,  EBRPD 
Bob  Doyle,  General  Manager,  EBRPD 
Tom  Lindenmeyer,  Environmental  Specialist,  EBRPD 
Maxine  Lerner,  Planning/Stewardship,  EBRPD 
Martin  Vitz,  Advanced  Planning,  EBRPD 
Ken  Burger,  Land  Stewardship,  EBRPD 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Water  Watershed  Resource  Mgmt.,  872-5931 
David  Blau,  EDAW,  433-1484 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  presentation  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 
and  Policy  Documents.  Scope  and  schedule  were  presented  by  David  Blau  of  EDAW. 
Bonnie  Nixon  supplemented  that  presentation  with  a description  of  the  public  and  agency 
outreach  efforts  for  the  watershed  management  study.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was 
to  discuss  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District’s  (EBRPD)  interests  and  issues. 

1. )  EBRPD  is  very  interested  in  a partnership  with  SFWD  so  that  the  parks  and  open 
space  can  be  planned  collaboratively.  EBRPD  focuses  on  resource  protection  and 
recreational  use.  Joint  planning  and  decisions  can  be  made  on  grazing,  wildlife 
management,  patrolling  and  trail  issues. 

2. )  EBRPD  requested  information  as  to  how  the  Water  Department  will  be  doing  their  data 
gathering  and  data  collection  in  an  effort  to  coordinate. 

3. )  There  was  discussion  on  how  SFWD  intended  to  handle  properties  adjacent  to  the 
watershed  and  potential  recommendations  or  impacts  that  may  be  created  by  adjacent 
land  uses. 

4. )  Land  exchanges  were  discussed  and  cost  implications  and  cost  effectiveness  must 
be  beneficial  for  both  parties  in  order  for  a land  swap  to  take  place. 

5. )  Trails  are  one  of  the  most  important  objectives  of  EBRPD.  There  was  extensive 
discussion  on  potential  locations  of  new  trails  and  proposed  trails  including  the  Ohlone 
Water  Trail,  between  Sunol  and  Camp  Ohlone;  the  Pleasanton  Ridge  Park  Trail  heading 
to  Sunol;  and  the  Mission  Peak  Trail  (protection  of  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail),  heading 
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towards  the  South  Bay  or  the  Niles  Canyon  Trail  to  Shadow  Cliffs. 

6. )  Pleasanton  is  planning  to  develop  Ruby  Hill. 

7. )  Bicycle  uses  on  trails  are  a major  issue  because  they  create  more  of  an  impact  as  a 
concentrated  single  track  usage.  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  has  done  a large  amount 
of  research  on  mountain  bikes  and  their  impacts  to  watersheds. 

8. )  Near  the  Niles/Pleasanton  area,  prime  riparian  habitat  is  located  between  the  two 
major  roads  and  would  be  of  interest  to  the  EBRPD  to  preserve. 

9. )  EBRPD  will  provide  the  project  team  with  several  of  their  land  use  management  plans 
and  EIR’s. 

10. )  Maxine  Terner,  of  EBRPD  is  planning  "green  areas"  in  conjunction  with  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Management  Plan  and  should  be  consulted  in  a joint  cooperative  effort. 
Their  1-1/2  year  effort  is  to  conduct  an  EIR  Resource  Analysis  and  data  gathering. 

1 1 . )  The  EBRPD  is  interested  in  reestablishing  boundaries  if  they  do  not  make  sense  and 
are  based  on  old  property  lines.  The  fences  are  not  logical  for  grazing  units  and  the  two 
agencies  should  examine  joint  uses.  EBRPD  would  like  to  remove  cows  during  the 
summer  months. 

12. )  Both  agencies  are  interested  in  appropriate  land  management  and  grazing  policies. 
Areas  important  to  both  agencies  should  be  protected  and  funding  should  be  set  aside 
so  this  can  be  achieved.  EBRPD  suggested  that  SFWD  establish  a revolving  fund  to 
acquire  "donut  hole"  lands. 

13. )  Fishing  interests  would  like  water  releases  in  the  Alameda  Creek.  CA  Fish  & Game 
is  doing  an  evaluation  of  the  habitat  below  the  reservoirs. 

14. )  EBRPD  is  also  interested  in  purchasing  the  Grimmer  and  Paradise  properties. 

15. )  Issues  discussed  by  both  agencies  included  operations  and  maintenance,  property 
leasing,  land  use,  land  protection,  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  safety. 

16. )  EBRPD  asked  SFWD  how  they  handled  pest  management  and  are  concerned  about 
what  is  appropriate  for  a wilderness.  Poisoning  for  ground  squirrels  can  also  impact 
eagles.  EBRPD  is  interested  in  alternatives  for  integrated  pest  management. 

17. )  Equestrian  units  are  located  off  of  Sheridan  Road.  They  are  attempting  to  get 
access  to  the  Sunol  Wilderness  Region.  Appropriate  uses,  such  as  equestrian  trails, 
quarries  and  nurseries  are  being  examined.  Poaching  is  of  concern  as  many  private 
landowners  believe  they  have  historical  rights  of  access  and  are  difficult  to  control. 
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18. )  A concern  of  the  EBRPD  is  that  SFWD’s  use  policies  are  strict  for  hiking  and  trails. 
EBRPD  law  enforcement  officials  have  a difficult  time  preventing  people  from  veering  off 
the  trails.  EBRPD  is  leasing  a 50-foot  trail  to  prevent  people  from  trespassing.  It  would 
be  appropriate  to  determine  acceptable  public  use,  decide  where  the  public  can  and 
cannot  go  and  implement  operational  boundaries  that  make  it  easier  for  EBRPD  to  meet 
agreements.  EBRPD  law  enforcement  officials  have  full  authority  and  spend  a great  deal 
of  time  in  fire  management,  retrieving  lost  people,  poaching,  rattlesnake  bites  and  medical 
emergencies. 

19. )  Trespassing  and  access  to  the  reservoirs  is  a concern.  There  is  particular  interest 
from  sportsmen’s  groups  to  gain  access  and  fishing  permits  to  the  reservoirs. 

20. )  EBRPD  must  examine  the  costs  of  leasing  land  which  includes  paying  municipalities’ 
taxes,  regulating  and  potentially  paying  higher  costs  to  patrol. 

21. )  In  order  to  gain  a good  historic  perspective  of  the  region,  the  project  team  should 
obtain  a copy  of  the  Daub  Family’s  book  published  in  the  late  1 800’s  on  the  Mission  Peak 
area.  Tom  Lindenmeyer,  of  EBRPD  did  additional  plant  studies  for  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  and  should  be  consulted. 

22. )  Several  historical  Indian  sites  exist  in  and  around  the  Alameda  County  Watershed, 
including  food  processing  stations,  ranches  and  primary  burial  sites. 

23. )  EBRPD  has  had  success  with  workshop  formats  for  public  meetings 

24. )  Environmental  groups  respond  to  well  written  policy  documents. 

25. )  EBRPD  suggested  targeted  presentations  for  existing  special  interest  groups  to  be 
the  most  productive. 
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Below  are  suggested  contact  for  information  and  mailing  list. 

Bob  Bartaracco,  Marin  Municipal  Water  District 
Ray  Bozinski,  EBRPD,  Grazing  Policies 
Sport  Fishing  Protection  Alliance 
United  Anglers 

State  Mountain  Diablo  Group,  Bio-Diversity 
Bay  Area  Bio-Region 

Debbie  Hilliard,  CA  Fish  & Game,  Bio-Diversity 

East  Bay  Area  Trails  Council 

The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

Berrelli,  Hunter  & Poacher 

Garron  Family 

Local  Audubon  Society 

CA  Native  Plant  Chapter 

Jenine  Dean,  Sunol  Naturalist 

Paul  Ferrara,  Sunol  Naturalist 

Steve  Deers,  EBMUD,  Parde,  History,  Camp  Ohlone  & Cowboy  History 
Cattlemen’s  Association 
Farm  Bureau 
Town  of  Sunol 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
Issue  Summary 
August  25,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees: 

Brian  O’Neill,  Superintendent,  GGNRA 
Doug  Nadeau,  Chief,  Div.  of  Resource  Mngt.  & Planning, 
Golden  Gate  Nat’l.  Recreation  Area 
Ed  Stewart,  San  Francisco  Water  District 
David  Blau,  EDAW 

Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  presentation  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 
and  Policy  Documents.  Scope  and  schedule  were  presented  by  David  Blau  of  EDAW. 
Bonnie  Nixon  supplemented  that  presentation  with  a description  of  the  public  and  agency 
outreach  efforts  for  the  watershed  management  study.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was 
to  discuss  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area’s  (GGNRA)  interests  and  issues. 

1. )  GGNRA  requested  a copy  of  the  current  scope  and  the  Water  Department  provided 
one  to  Brian  O’Neil,  Superintendent  and  Nancy  Horner,  Environmental  Specialist. 

2. )  GGNRA  is  primarily  interested  in  what  is  needed  to  protect  the  significance  of  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  resource.  They  were  particularly  interested  in  the  nature  of  the 
policy  statements.  The  fact  that  they  will  set  the  framework  by  which  to  consider 
alternatives  is  a critical  part  of  the  process.  GGNRA  suggested  that  SFWD  coordinate 
with  other  water  districts  regarding  what  uses  they  allow  on  their  watershed  and  how  they 
manage  them.  EDAW  stated  that  much  of  the  land  management  planning  of  watersheds 
is  treated  as  an  afterthought.  The  watershed  policy  statements  will  be  guided  by  the  level 
of  detail  included  in  the  alternatives. 

3. )  There  was  some  discussion  about  how  the  Peninsula  Watershed  is  subject  to 
additional  layers  of  constraints  due  to  GGNRA’s  scenic  and  recreational  easements  and 
the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  refuge  designation. 

4. )  The  GGNRA  considered  the  Peninsula  Watershed  an  important  national  resource. 
The  GGNRA  is  interested  in  preservation  and  resource  management  and  believes  that 
their  protection  goals  are  compatible  with  SFWD. 

5. )  GGNRA  is  interested  in  the  approaches  to  public  outreach  and  wants  to  avoid  special 
interest  domination  in  the  process.  The  context  in  which  the  resource  value  is 
communicated  to  the  public  will  influence  public  response. 

6. )  GGNRA  is  opposed  to  the  San  Mateo  Golf  Course  as  it  would  require  major 
recontouring  of  200  acres  of  land.  As  a general  matter  of  policy,  the  National  Park 
Service  does  not  allow  major  recontouring  and  it  would  violate  the  terms  of  the  scenic  and 
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recreational  easements. 


7. )  GGNRA  has  approval  authority  over  San  Francisco  Water  Department  watershed 
lands,  but  does  not  have  veto  authority. 

8. )  In  regards  to  the  golf  course,  GGNRA  suggested  that  SFWD  consider  an  exchange 
of  land  of  equal  or  greater  resource  value. 

9. )  GGNRA  feels  that  a shooting  range  is  incompatible  with  any  other  recreational  public 
use  and  that  indoor  shooting  ranges  should  be  considered. 

10. )  GGNRA  believes  that  hiking  trails  should  exist  when  appropriate  and  should  be 
located  in  compatible  places  rather  than  along  abandoned  surface  roads.  The  trails 
should  be  narrow  in  scope  and  sensitive  to  the  environment.  GGNRA  feels  that  trails  will 
be  a minimal,  bottom  line  acceptable  use  to  the  public  and  that  the  water  department 
should  plan  to  manage  trail  access.  GGNRA  believes  that  public  pressure  for  a trail  will 
require  that  the  water  department  provide  one  north/south  trail  and  a few  east/west 
connectors. 

1 1 . )  GGNRA  is  committed  to  communicating  with  Mayor  Jordan  for  additional  fundraising 
efforts  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort. 

1 2. )  When  planning  additional  recreational  uses,  fire  threats  should  be  assumed  and  more 
aggressive  prescribed  fire  programs  and  pro-active  education  programs  can  be 
implemented. 

13. )  The  GGNRA  boundary  is  expected  to  include  the  Phleger  Estate. 

14. )  If  fishing  is  permitted,  it  should  be  structured  to  limit  use  and  avoid  trash  problems. 
The  Water  Department  must  also  provide  enough  staff  capable  of  management  presence 
and  law  enforcement. 

15. )  The  SFWD  is  concerned  that  rate  payers  may  not  be  interested  in  paying  for 
additional  recreational  use. 

16. )  There  were  suggestions  that  the  Watershed  Management  Plan  specifically  address 
what  is  permissible  and  what  is  not  permissible.  Broad  policies  may  leave  too  much  room 
for  interpretation.  The  GGNRA  believes  that  the  plan  should  be  prescriptive  for  future 
uses  and  include  a firm  direction  that  gives  the  Water  Department  an  ability  to  review 
present  and  future  proposals. 

17. )  The  GGNRA  would  like  to  provide  specialists  such  as  hydrogolists  and  ecologists  to 
assist  the  Water  Department  in  their  effort.  Their  intent  is  not  to  interfere  but  to  provide 
help  in  any  way  possible. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan 
Department  of  Fish  & Game 
Issue  Summary 
September  2,  1992 

In  attendance:  Deborah  Hillyard,  Fish  & Game 

Jeanine  DeWald,  Fish  & Game 
Patricia  Anderson,  Fish  & Game 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resource  Manager 
Jim  Harris,  Urban  Forester 
Fred  Euphrat,  Urban  Forester 
Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 
Patricia  Tatarian,  ESA 
Bonnie  Nixon,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Marcia  Bedford,  Public  Affairs  Management 

A brief  presentation  was  given  on  the  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan  and 
Policy  Documents.  The  schedule  and  the  scope  of  work  were  also  discussed.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  discuss  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game’s  interests  and 
issues. 

1 . )  Fish  & Game  would  like  to  see  all  of  the  plant  communities  of  significance  located  in 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  identified  and  addressed.  There  are  six  listed  species  that  are 
common  to  the  watershed.  Include  those  considered  by  the  County  as  well  as  those 
considered  significant  by  other  sources.  The  plant  communities  should  be  examined  in 
relationship  to  proposed  uses. 

2. )  The  Fish  & Game  staff  would  like  the  Water  Department  to  address  sensitive 
resources  within  the  context  of  prescribed  fire  management  practices. 

3. )  Fish  & Game  is  also  interested  in  seeing  that  adjacent  land  use  is  considered  and, 
if  possible,  controlled. 

4. )  The  development  of  the  management  policy  and  plans  may  provide  an  opportunity 
for  Fish  & Game  to  secure  Section  6 funding  for  endangered  species  habitat 
enhancement  in  the  watershed  area. 

5. )  The  Department  Fish  & Game  would  like  to  see  the  Peninsula  Watershed  "triangle" 
protected  due  to  the  occurrence  of  wildflower  and  serpentine.  The  plans  should  develop 
sensitivities  and  constraints  first  to  help  guide  long  term  land  use  and  access  to  the 
watersheds. 

6. )  A designation  of  a Significant  Natural  Areas  (SNA)  requires  the  presence  of  three  or 
more  sensitive  species. 
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7. )  The  Fish  & Game  Refuge  designation  is  only  an  easement  and  does  not  allow  for 
permitting  authority. 

8. )  Areas  considered  wildlife  areas  by  Fish  & Game  must  be  open  to  the  public.  Areas 
designated  ecological  presence,  although  some  effort  is  made  to  allow  the  public  access, 
can  be  closed  to  the  public. 

9. )  Fish  & Game  wardens  patrol  for  hunting  and  fishing.  They  conduct  no  active  wildlife 
management.  They  are  currently  surveying  the  reservoirs  in  conjunction  with  EBRPD. 

10. )  The  issue  of  Tule  Elk  herd  management  must  be  considered.  Options  include 
regulated  hunting,  or  very  expensive  relocation.  The  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation 
provides  money  for  elk  management.  Also  the  Private  Lands  Management  Program  may 
assist  with  elk. 

11. )  Any  recovery  plans  for  the  watershed  studies  can  be  coordinated  though  Fish  & 
Game.  Contact  Patricia  Anderson  regarding  amphibians  and  vertebrates.  There  is  no 
recovery  plan  for  the  Alameda  Whip  Snake. 

12. )  The  Arroyo  Hondo  is  a sensitive  area  for  Steelhead. 

13. )  Policies  and  approaches  to  fire  management  will  impact  vegetation  management 
practices.  The  CDF  has  a program  EIR  for  statewide  prescribed  fire  management. 
Before  any  burning  is  conducted,  standard  mitigation  requires  that  specific  surveys  be 
conducted  to  identify  species  in  the  area.  CDF  picks  up  80%-90%  of  the  costs  and  all 
of  the  liability.  This  program  has  traditionally  been  required  for  fuel  reduction  and  forage 
enhancement. 

14. )  SF  Water  Department  could  consider  allowing  some  type  of  very  limited  and 
controlled  annual  fishing  event,  something  like  the  Fish  & Game  Free  Fishing  Day,  to 
provide  recreational  access  to  the  watershed. 

15. )  Feral  pigs  in  the  Alameda  County  watershed  create  siltation  and  erosion  impacts. 
A special  hunt  (possibly  a guided  hunt)  could  be  organized  to  help  manage  population, 
provide  a recreational  opportunity  and  potentially  provide  some  limited  revenues. 
Depredation  permits  are  difficult  to  get  and  disposal  requirements  are  difficult  to  fulfill. 

16. )  An  assessment  of  fish  resources  will  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  studies.  Patricia 
Anderson  can  be  consulted  about  any  native  fisheries  concerns. 

17. )  Fish  & Game  would  like  to  share  the  GIS  information  gathered  by  the  study  team. 

18. )  Patricia  will  put  together  a list  of  local  interests  to  contact  for  this  study. 
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19. )  The  Nature  Conservancy  is  supervised  by  Fish  & Game. 

20. )  Fish  & Game  has  some  concerns  about  grazing  in  the  Alameda  County  watershed. 
The  book,  Holistic  Resources  Management  addresses  some  grazing  issues  but  should 
not  be  the  only  resource.  The  Water  Department  should  consider  integrating  fuel 
management  with  grazing. 

21. )  EBRPD  has  developed  draft  guidelines  for  setbacks  and  fencing  riparian  and  oak 
woodlands.  A joint  range  management  plan  may  be  considered. 

22. )  Ground  squirrels  are  a problem  in  the  watershed.  State  regulations  require  that  only 
a registered  pesticides  applicator  or  someone  directly  supervised  by  one  can  deal  with 
pest  control. 

Contacts  for  information  or  the  mailing  list: 

Other  Fish  & Game  staff  that  should  be  consulted  regarding  this  project  include 
contact  with  Wildlife  Protection  for  hunting  and  fishing  information: 

Jim  Bond 

Greg  Johnson  - San  Mateo 

Keith  Anderson  and  other  Unit  Managers 

U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  will  be  a key  agency  to  contact  regarding  all  species. 

Chris  Nagano 
Jan  Reid 

Books  written  about  watershed  areas:  Mt.  Diablo  - Mary  Bowent;  Mt.  Hamilton,  Helen 
Scharsna. 

Native  Plan  Society,  Tony  Corelli,  Rare  Plant  Coordinator,  San  Mateo;  Zoe  Chadwick  in 
Santa  Clara  for  Watershed  area  research. 

Sam  McGuines  may  be  contacted  for  more  information  on  the  Alameda  Whip  Snake. 

Bill  Snyder,  Fish  & Game,  Sacramento  - Steelhead  studies 

Dennis  Oreck,  CDF  Fire  Program  can  be  contacted  for  more  information. 

Center  for  Conservation  Biology  (Stanford)  - Alan  Lauder 
Mike  Vasey  - San  Francisco  State 
Peninsula  Conservation  Center 
California  Stream  Habitat  Manual 

Carl  Wilcox  - Environmental  Services,  Wildlife  Protection,  Fish  & Game,  Yountville 
Martha  Schauss  for  Feral  pig  study  for  Santa  Clara  County. 
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DRAFT 

San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
San  Francisco  Water  Department 
(All  Divisions) 

Issues  Summary 
September  16,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Cheryl  Davis,  Manager,  Water  Supply  Treatment,  SFWD 
Bill  Camp,  Manager,  Operations  Engineering,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  Water  Supply  Engineer,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  Water  Quality,  SFWD 
Fred  Euphrat,  Watershed  Hydrologist,  SFWD 
Bob  Hickman,  Manager,  Environmental  Regulatory  Affairs,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorney 
Bob  Lall,  Senior  Management  Assistant,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  Manager,  Lands  Section,  SFWD 
Leo  Bauer,  Alameda  Division  Manager,  SFWD 
Tim  Koopman,  Agricultural  Land  Agent,  SFWD 
George  Lester,  Urban  Forester,  SFWD 
Mike  Mueller,  Watershed  Forester,  SFWD 
Bob  Bradford,  Manager,  Resource  & Planning,  SFWD 
Jack  O’Shea,  Watershed  Keeper  Supervisor,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SF  Watershed  Resources  Manager,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  Urban  Forester/Project  Coordinator,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Karen  Johnson,  J.M.  Montgomery  Consulting  Engineers 
Gary  Oates,  ESA 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


This  meeting  was  held  as  part  of  the  initial  issues  identification  process  to  brief  all 
sections  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  on  the  components  and  status  of  the 
workplan  being  conducted  by  the  SF  Watershed  Division  and  its  consultant  team.  The 
primary  purpose  was  to  obtain  the  issues  of  importance  to  each  section  of  the  Water 
Department. 
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Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  overview  of  the  planning  effort  and  the  consultant  team  presented 
the  different  components  of  the  plan.  EDAW  gave  an  overview  of  the  end  deliverables 
of  the  planning  effort,  including  the  policy  document,  the  watershed-specific  management 
plans,  the  program  EIRs  and  the  Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program.  He  stated 
that  the  planning  effort  would  continue  over  a 3-  to  4-year  period  and  that  only  Phase  1 
has  been  approved  for  funding  by  the  PUC.  Public  Affairs  Management  then  presented 
the  different  activities  planned  as  part  of  the  Public  and  Agency  Program  to  help  create 
awareness  for  the  need  to  balance  all  of  the  diverse  interests  and  proposed  uses  for  the 
watershed  areas.  Public  and  agency  participation  activities  include  initial  interviews  with 
key  agencies  and  interested  parties,  a mailing  list,  newsletters  and  public  and  agency 
workshops.  J.M.  Montgomery  explained  the  approach  and  studies  that  will  be  used  to 
measure  the  impacts  of  land  use  on  water  quality.  ESA  described  the  natural  resource 
data  base  planned  for  tracking  biologic,  cultural,  geological  and  soil  information. 

City  Attorney  Josh  Milstein  presented  a slideshow  presentation  on  the  history  of 
management  and  development  on  both  watersheds. 

EDAW  then  reviewed  the  agencies  interviewed  and  the  issues  received.  He  mentioned 
the  team’s  objective  to  involve  the  PUC  as  soon  as  possible  to  help  determine  the  priority 
and  value  of  the  issues  and  objectives  of  the  plans. 

During  the  meeting,  the  following  issues  were  raised: 

o One  SFWD  member  introduced  the  concept  of  a Steering  Committee  comprised 
of  representatives  from  all  divisions  of  the  Water  Department  as  a way  of  ensuring 
that  all  impacts  to  both  the  Water  Department  and  the  implementation  of  the  plans 
are  considered  throughout  the  planning  process. 

o It  was  suggested  that  the  team  hold  a workshop  with  the  PUC  prior  to  requesting 
additional  funding  for  Phases  II  and  III  of  the  planning  effort. 

o One  SFWD  member  asked  if  the  planning  effort  would  address  groundwater 
development  and  the  need  for  alternative  water  supply.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
Bookman  Edmondson  study  on  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  would  determine 
groundwater  sources  in  Sunol  Valley  and  that  the  team  would  incorporate  this 
data. 

o An  SFWD  member  stated  that  although  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has 
proposed  sampling  fish  in  the  reservoirs  on  the  watersheds,  the  issue  has  not 
been  addressed  since  1977. 
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o The  CEQA-mandated  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  process  was  discussed. 
Clarification  was  given  regarding  the  meaning  and  influence  of  the  program-level 
EIRs  planned  for  this  process.  Program  EIRs  will  provide  policy  and  reference 
proposed  activities  and  uses  that  may  be  considered.  With  each  new  proposed 
use,  a project-level  EIR  would  only  need  to  consider  impacts  and  mitigations  of  the 
proposed  use  and  would  not  have  to  recreate  data  on  the  existing  conditions  on 
the  watershed. 

There  was  also  a question  from  SFWD  staff  regarding  the  range  of  alternatives 
that  would  be  considered.  The  team  answered  that  the  EIRs  for  each  watershed 
will  evaluate  all  options  from  a Negative  Declaration  to  no  access. 

o One  SFWD  staff  member  expressed  concern  regarding  the  visibility  and  priority  of 
the  Water  Department’s  primary  goals  for  managing  the  watershed:  water  supply, 
water  quality  and  resource  protection.  It  was  suggested  that  the  primary  goals 
must  be  highlighted  and  that  all  other  goals,  including  the  issues  raised  during  the 
interviews  with  key  agencies,  must  be  "screened  through"  the  primary  goals  and 
prioritized. 

Mention  was  made  of  the  SFWD’s  draft  mission  statement  and  the  need  for  all 
objectives  and  goals  to  agree  with  and  fall  out  of  this  mission  statement. 

It  was  strongly  recommended  that  the  SFWD  have  active  input  into  the  process 
of  prioritizing  and  highlighting  the  goals  and  objectives  for  the  plans  before  a 
presentation  is  made  to  the  PUC.  It  was  suggested  that  the  PUC  presentation 
must  be  utilized  to  convey  the  number  and  type  of  decisions  made  by  the  various 
entities  within  the  Water  Department  every  day. 

o It  was  asked  if  the  team  was  going  to  study  adjacent  or  impacting  projects  outside 
the  SF  watershed  lands,  specifically  with  regard  to  impacts  on  groundwater.  The 
studies  will  primarily  consider  surface  water,  not  subsurface  water. 

o Regarding  the  GGNRA  scenic  and  recreational  easements  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed,  it  was  expressed  that  the  terms  of  the  easement  are  often  interpreted 
differently  by  both  parties  and  that  the  SFWD  should  continue  to  work  in  close 
coordination  with  GGNRA  staff. 
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At  the  conclusion  of  the  briefing,  each  SFWD  staff  member  was  asked  to  make 
statements  in  answer  to  the  following  question:  What  is  your  primary  issue  of  concern 
that  you  would  like  to  see  addressed  through  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Planning 
effort? 

(1)  Coordination  of  all  operations. 

(2)  The  current  policies  established  to  begin  this  process. 

(3)  Century-level  planning. 

(4)  Sources  of  pollution,  their  hazards  and  mitigation  strategies. 

(5)  Changes  in  water  operations  that  benefit  the  environment  and  do  not  denigrate  the 
water  quality. 

(6)  GIS  mapping  capability. 

(7)  A good  set  of  baseline  conditions  and  maps. 

(8)  Policies  regarding  land  stewardship  and  tenant  management. 

(9)  A policy  and  procedures  matrix  to  measure  requests  for  new  uses. 

(10)  A comprehensive,  "living"  document. 

(11)  Consistent  management  policies. 

(12)  Strict  compliance  to  scenic  and  recreational  easements. 

(13)  Groundwater  development  and  management. 

(14)  Plan  should  be  consistent  with  the  SFWD  mission. 

(15)  Identify  SFWD  operations  that  adversely  impact  the  environment. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans  and  EIR’s 
Water  Department  Kick-off  Meeting 
September  16, 1992 

The  following  responses  were  given  by  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in 
answer  to  the  question,  “What  do  you  want  most  from  the  Watershed  Management  Plan?” 

• Operational  Coordination 

• Policies  that  begin  the  process 

• “Century-Level”  Planning:  The  Next  100  Years 

• Sources  of  Pollution,  Sanitary  Hazards  & Mitigation  Strategy 

• Identify  Changes  in  Water  operations  that  benefit  the  environment  without  diminishing 
Water  Quality/Quantity 

• G.I.S.  Capability 

• Alameda  Watershed  - Baseline  conditions/maps 

• Agricultural  Leasing  Policy  with  tenants  that  are  good  land  stewards 

• Policy  “matrix”  to  balance  all  requests 

• Comprehensive,  living  document 

• Consistent  management  practices 

• Strict  compliance  with  easements 

• Develop/Manage  groundwater 

• Land  Management  Plan  which  is  consistent  with  the  mission  of  the  Water  Department 

• Do  any  existing  operations  adversely  affect  the  environment? 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Bookman-Edmonston  On 
Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study 
Issues  Summary 
September  18,  1992 
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Meeting  Attendees:  Terry  Erlewine,  Bookman-Edmonston  (B-E) 

Ric  Villasenor,  Ogden 
Joe  Scalmanini,  LSCE 
Olivia  Chen,  Pacific  Group 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
George  Lester,  SFWD 
Tim  Koopman,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
Bob  Bradford,  SFWD 
Fred  Euphrat,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  staff  met  with  consultants  and  subconsultants  conducting  the 
concurrent  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  to 
conduct  a mutual  briefing  on  the  status  of  both  projects  and  to  determine  specific 
activities  conducted  for  each  study  that  would  be  mutually  beneficial  to  both  efforts. 
Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified  and  a copy 
of  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  was  distributed.  David  Blau  gave  an  overview  of  the 
Team,  the  workplan,  the  schedule  and  the  issues. 

Bookman-Edmonston  (B-E)  provided  a schedule  for  simulated  creek  releases  that  will  be 
conducted  this  fall.  Other  comments  and  issues  that  were  discussed  during  the  meeting 
are  summarized  below: 

o It  was  determined  that  by  the  end  of  year  one  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management 
Planning  process,  B-E  will  have  completed  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources 
Study  and  EDAW  will  have  completed  the  database  for  each  watershed. 


o Biosystems  is  optimistic  that  the  simulated  releases  will  confirm  that  it  is  feasible 
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to  reestablish  a trout  fishery  between  Calaveras  Dam  and  the  vicinity  of  the  Sunol 
water  treatment  plant. 

o It  was  confirmed  that  mapping  developed  for  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources 
study  will  allow  for  site-specific  groundwater  studies.  Thirty-eight  sections  of 
detailed  vegetation  mapping  and  photos  will  also  be  produced  and  made  available 
to  EDAW. 

o B-E’s  workplan  includes  a land  use/beneficial  uses  item  for  which  they  will  forecast 
the  future  of  quarries  and  nurseries.  Although  this  task  will  not  be  addressed  until 
later  in  the  study,  B-E  confirmed  that  they  are  collecting  data  from  all  the  quarry 
operators  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  and  will  assess  the  potential  impacts  on  the 
aquifer. 

o With  regard  to  agency  coordination,  B-E  was  referred  to  the  water  divisions  of  the 
following  agencies:  Dept,  of  Fish  & Game,  Dept,  of  Water  Resources,  USGS, 
Alameda  County  Water  District,  Alameda  County  (land  permits)  and  the  East  Bay 
Regional  Park  District. 

o A local  model  is  being  used  on  a monthly  basis  to  monitor  streamflow  from  the 
Calaveras  Reservoir  to  Alameda  Creek.  B-E  is  working  with  staff  from  SFWD’s 
Operations  Group  to  develop  operational  procedures  that  will  include  emergency 
features  and  reservoir  fluctuations,  and  will  consider  proposals  for  groundwater 
reservoirs,  fisheries,  etc.  The  record  for  the  model  is  1922-1990. 

o The  term  "domestic  water  supply"  was  defined  by  the  State  to  include  any  water 
that  flows  into  the  watersheds.  E.g.,  nursery  water  is  not  considered  domestic 
because  the  water  is  not  of  the  same  quality,  whereas  a golf  course  that  receives 
untreated  water  from  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  for  irrigation  purposes  would  be 
using  domestic  water. 

o Public  pressure  for  access  on  the  watersheds  was  discussed.  EDAW  noted  that 
specific  interests  seek  access  without  consideration  or  concern  for  impacts  on  the 
watersheds.  The  B-E  team  stated  that  encroachment  of  suburbs  on  Alameda 
Creek  Watershed  may  increase  the  visibility  of  the  reservoirs  and  increase  the 
public  pressure  for  access.  However,  it  was  noted  by  SFWD  that  there  is 
increased  industry  pressure  to  protect  watersheds  in  order  to  comply  with  water 
quality  requirements. 

o It  was  determined  that  due  to  the  timelines  of  the  two  studies,  most  of  the  work 
products  that  EDAW  is  developing  will  not  be  of  use  to  the  B-E  team,  except  for 
the  study  of  the  relationship  between  land  use  and  water  quality  being  conducted 
by  EDAW  subconsultant  J.M.  Montgomery  Engineering. 
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o Representatives  from  the  SFWD,  EDAW  team  and  B-E  team  met  with 

representatives  from  the  Mission  Valley  Rock  Quarry  (MVR)  to  discuss  their  water 
reclamation  plan.  B-E  subconsultant  Scalmanini  reported  a prior  conversation  he 
had  with  MVR,  summarizing  that  MVR  had  requested  a meeting  with  EDAW  to 
determine  how  quickly  they  will  be  able  to  get  a permit  to  begin  mining  in  Sunol 
Valley  and  that  they  cited  the  protection  of  water  quality  as  their  number  one 
priority.  The  B-E  study  will  determine  whether  mining  activity  can  continue  without 
hampering  water  quantity  or  quality. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  alternative  water  sources,  specifically 

groundwater,  and  the  impacts  quarries  will  have  on  effectiveness  and  placement 
of  wells.  B-E  will  be  looking  for  existing  wells  during  the  month  of  October. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Mission  Valley  Rock  Quarry 
Issues  Summary 
September  18,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Mort  Calvert,  Mission  Valley  Rock 

Bill  Howard,  Mission  Valley  Rock 
Terry  Erlewine,  Bookman-Edmonston 
Ric  Villasenor,  Ogden 
Brad  Burkhart,  Ogden 
Joe  Scalmanini,  LSCE 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Leo  Bauer,  SFWD 
George  Lester,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
Bob  Bradford,  SFWD 
Fred  Euphrat,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  staff  and  representatives  from  the  Bookman-Edmonston  team 
met  with  representatives  from  the  Mission  Valley  Rock  Quarry  at  their  request.  EDAW 
gave  a brief  presentation  of  the  workplan  and  schedule  for  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  Plans,  as  well  as  summary  of  the  issues  identified  through  initial 
interviews  with  different  agencies.  Mission  Valley  Rock  presented  their  concerns. 
Comments  and  discussion  that  occurred  are  summarized  below: 


o Mission  Valley  Rock  (MVR)  produces  construction  materials  (aggregate). 

Runoff  goes  to  land  restoration  areas. 

o MVR  reported  that  when  they  applied  to  Alameda  County  for  a permit,  they 
were  required  to  conduct  archeological  and  biological  studies  and  to  develop  a 
reclamation  plan  which  has  been  completed  and  submitted  to  the  County.  The 
County  has  approved  the  reclamation  plan  and  a copy  is  also  on  file  at  the 
State  Bureau  of  Mines. 
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o When  MVR  applied  to  SFWD  for  an  operating  permit  two  years  ago,  they  were 
notified  that  a moratorium  was  being  placed  on  the  release  of  the  permit, 
pending  completion  of  hydrological  studies,  as  well  as  completion  of  both  the 
Bookman-Edmonston  Study  of  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  and  EDAW’s 
comprehensive  SF  Watershed  Management  Study.  MVR  is  disappointed  in  the 
delay  and  will  continue  to  proceed  with  all  other  possible  steps  to  obtain  the 
permit. 

o MVR  stated  that  like  EDAW  and  SFWD,  their  primary  goal  was  to  protect  water 
quality  and  storage.  Previous  discussions  between  MVR  and  SFWD  staff  were 
referenced  regarding  using  quarries  for  storage.  MVR  stated  that  their  plans  for 
managing  quarry  operations  will  be  consistent  with  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  Plan.  At  this  point,  it  is  too  soon  to  determine  consistency  until 
the  alternatives  have  been  developed  and  compared.  The  PUC  will  make  the 
final  decision  on  the  particular  alternative  strategy  that  will  be  used. 

o MVR’s  current  mining  activities  occur  on  a 35-acre  parcel.  Mining  on  additional 
parcels  will  begin  in  phases.  The  life  of  the  mining  operations  in  a quarry  can 
span  60  years. 

o The  operating  permit,  granted  by  Alameda  County  and  SFWD,  requires  47 
conditions  to  be  met,  including  a provision  for  relocation  of  the  vineyard  within 
five  years. 

o A letter  on  file  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  states  that  MVR 
can  discharge  clean  water  during  the  "wet"  season  (October-May).  Creative 
operations  are  needed  for  dewatering  so  that  SF  water  users  benefit. 

o MVR  has  an  exhibit  that  shows  the  acreage  for  which  they  are  seeking  permits 
to  begin  mining  operations.  It  includes  a 66-acre  parcel  (SMP  29)  for  which  the 
environmental  clearance  process  has  been  conducted  in-house  by  Alameda 
County  and  a Notice  of  Completion  has  been  filed.  Another  270-acre  parcel  is 
now  pending  completion  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plan. 

o MVR  offered  EDAW  the  opportunity  to  interview  MVR  technical  staff  regarding 
operations  issues.  (The  same  type  of  interview  was  conducted  between  MVR 
and  Scalmanini  of  the  Bookman-Edmonston  Team.) 
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Recommended  Contacts 


AQMD 

AMSHA 

OSHA 

RWQCB 

F&G 

State  Bureau  of  Mines 

Materials  Recommended  or  Received 

Environmental  Assessment  conducted  by  Alameda  County 

MVR  Master  Reclamation  Plan 

Preliminary  Master  Reclamation  Plan  (270-acre  parcel) 

EIR  (66-acre  parcel) 

MVR  Map 

Alameda  County  List  of  47  Permit  Conditions 
State  Legislation  (enforced  by  the  Bureau  of  Mines) 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
San  Francisco  Water  Department 
(Management  Staff) 

Issues  Summary 
September  21,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  John  Mullane,  SFWD 

Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 
Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Karen  Johnson,  J.M.  Montgomery 
Kay  Wilson,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  introduction  of  all  parties  and  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the 
meeting  was  to  bring  SFWD  management  up-to-date  on  the  current  activities  of  the  SF 
Watershed  Management  planning  effort  and  to  seek  management’s  advice  on  the  best 
way  to  approach  the  PUC  to  begin  involving  them  in  the  process. 

After  introducing  the  subconsultants  and  their  roles,  David  Blau  proceeded  to  give  an 
overview  of  the  planned  program  and  its  status  after  1-1/2  months,  specifically  those 
elements  in  Phase  1 (August  1992  through  mid-March  1993).  The  following  elements  of 
the  program  were  highlighted: 

• the  workplan  schedule  (which  will  be  revised  to  reflect  issues  and  information 
received  during  the  initial  interviews); 

• the  approach  to  study  the  impacts  of  land  use  and  water  quality  (chart); 

• planned  public  and  agency  program,  specifically  issues  identification,  three  rounds 
of  workshops,  newsletters  and  strategies  for  balancing  special  interests; 

• issues  received  during  the  first  round  of  interviews. 
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During  the  presentation,  the  following  issues  were  raised: 

o Watershed  Sanitary  Study  --  SFWD  asked  for  clarification  regarding  the  proposed 
watershed  sanitary  study  to  be  conducted  by  Montgomery  for  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  Plans  and  EIRs  and  the  potential  for  sharing  results  with  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  Project.  Under  new  laws,  it  is  necessary  to  conduct  the  watershed  sanitary 
study  to  identify  potential  contaminants  in  the  watershed  and  to  provide 
recommendations  for  mitigation  by  1996  in  order  to  obtain  an  operating  permit 
from  the  State.  It  was  agreed  that  although  it  was  not  necessary  for  Montgomery 
to  accelerate  the  schedule  of  the  study  to  accommodate  Hetch-Hetchy,  that  Steve 
Leonard  should  be  kept  apprised  of  the  study’s  progress. 

o Special  Interests  --  The  need  to  maintain  balance  among  the  many  diverse  special 
interest  groups  and  create  awareness  for  the  impacts  and  effects  of  proposed 
uses. 

o Goals/Priorities  --  One  SFWD  manager  expressed  the  need  to  review  and  revise 
the  list  of  SFWD  objectives  for  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  displayed 
on  a board  used  by  John  Mullane  during  his  first  presentation  to  the  PUC  to 
secure  funding  for  Phase  1 . It  was  determined  that  the  newly  appointed  Steering 
Committee  would  be  charged  with  defining  and  revising  the  goals  and  objectives. 


PUC  Participation 

o SFWD  management  described  the  PUC  as  new  (80%  of  its  membership  was 
appointed  just  six  months  ago)  and  diversified  in  their  interests  (i.e.,  transit  vs. 
utilities,  etc.). 

o PUC  Meeting  Forums  --  All  types  were  discussed,  including  small,  targeted 
meetings  with  1-2  commissioners  at  a time  and  a workshop  involving  all 
commissioners  with  the  public  invited  to  observe.  It  was  noted  that  a workshop 
involving  all  commissioners  would  require  a 30-day  notice  to  the  public. 

o Based  on  his  recent  experience  with  the  PUC,  one  of  the  SFWD  managers 
mentioned  that  the  two  PUC  members  who  have  taken  the  helicopter  tour  of  both 
watersheds  --  James  Jefferson  and  Victor  Makras  should  be  approached  one-on- 
one  and  briefed  regularly.  They  will  serve  as  the  SFWD  advocates. 

o SFWD  staff  communicated  the  need  to  establish  early  and  direct  communication 
with  the  PUC,  before  the  special  interests  become  active,  so  that  the  PUC  turns 
to  the  SFWD  for  information  regarding  the  watershed  management  planning  effort. 
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o Policy  Decisions  --  It  was  stated  that  PUC  will  look  to  SFWD  management  for 
guidance  regarding  approval  of  proposed  plans  and  policies.  There  is  a need  for 
the  PUC  to  have  adequate  and  appropriate  information  upon  which  to  base  policy 
decisions.  To  that  end,  it  was  recommended  that  the  SFWD  should  prepare  the 
presentation  of  alternatives  so  that  the  SFWD  goals  are  clear. 

o It  was  suggested  that  as  part  of  the  presentation  to  the  PUC,  the  SFWD  should 
compare  the  way  the  SFWD  managers  make  decisions  now  with  the  policies  and 
plans  upon  which  they  plan  to  make  decisions  for  the  future. 

o It  was  clarified  that  the  ultimate  decision  with  regard  to  an  alternative  plan(s)  would 
be  left  up  to  the  PUC. 


Alternatives 

o Under  CEQA,  there  is  a "reasonable  number  of  alternatives  that  must  be 
considered. 

o SFWD  management  staff  suggested  that  alternatives  should  represent  the  whole 
range  of  interests  and  uses  proposed,  and  should  be  characterized  for  PUC  and 
public  presentation,  e.g.,  a "revenue  generating"  alternative,  an  "exploitive" 
alternative,  an  "exclusionary"  alternative,  etc. 

o SFWD  management  staff  mentioned  that  costs  must  be  considered  during  the 
development  of  the  alternatives  and  that  cost  constraints  must  be  communicated 
to  all  interested  parties  as  one  of  the  criteria  by  which  alternatives  will  be  based. 

o EDAW  stressed  that  the  alternatives,  as  they  are  developed,  will  be  evaluated 
based  on  how  they  impact  cost,  water  quality,  resource  protection,  potential 
revenues  and  other  factors. 

o Alternatives,  such  as  recreation  alternatives,  should  pay  for  themselves  and  not 
require  funding  through  rate  increases  from  water  users. 

o EDAW  suggested  that  a broad  objective  for  the  alternatives  may  be  to  calculate 
the  cost  implications  to  the  customer. 

o EDAW  suggested  that  there  was  a need  to  explore  cause-effect  relationship  data 
to  support  land  use  policies  in  an  effort  to  apply  as  much  science  as  possible  upon 
which  to  base  the  planning  policies. 
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Funding 


o It  was  determined  that  the  scheduling  of  a presentation  or  workshop  with  the  PUC 
will  not  preclude  SFWD’s  plans  to  approach  the  PUC  to  request  funding  for  Phase 
2 of  the  planning  effort.  SFWD  management  is  targeting  the  first  meeting  in 
October  to  get  on  the  agenda  and  seek  approval  from  PUC  for  Phases  2 and  3 of 
the  SF  Watershed  Management  Planning  effort. 

o John  Mullane  will  use  the  maps  of  both  watersheds  that  depict  the  different  issues 
associated  with  each  area  in  his  presentation  to  the  PUC. 


Public  Involvement 

o One  manager  recommended  a CAC  as  a way  to  involve  all  opposing  interests  from 
the  beginning  to  force  them  to  negotiate  their  individual  issues  for  the  sake  of  the 
whole  group.  The  substantial  number  of  groups  and  resources  required  to 
maintain  a CAC  throughout  the  four-year  process  were  mentioned  as  drawbacks. 

o Management  advocated  the  need  for  an  "open  process"  of  communication  to 
combat  the  SFWD’s  and  PUC’s  image  as  "isolated."  Although  no  consensus  is 
expected,  it  is  anticipated  that  by  providing  regular  opportunities  for  the  different 
special  interests  to  give  their  input,  some  SFWD  adversaries  may  become 
advocates. 

o PAM  recommended  that  alternate  forums  be  explored  for  bringing  the  diverse 
interests  together,  to  reduce  any  "raised  expectations,"  and  to  involve  policy- 
makers. One  suggestion  was  a series  of  facilitated,  targeted  workshops  with  key 
stakeholders. 

o An  SFWD  manager  commented  that  the  public  should  not  be  encouraged  to 
pursue  "pie-in-the-sky"  alternatives.  Rather,  they  should  focus  on  realistic 
alternatives  and  the  associated  constraints.  EDAW  confirmed  that  the  newsletters 
will  also  reinforce  criteria  and  constraints. 


Steering  Committee 

o The  role  and  level  of  involvement  of  the  SFWD  Steering  Committee  for  the  Project 
was  discussed  and  appointees  were  reviewed.  It  was  determined  that  main  focus 
of  the  Committee  should  be  to  identify  and  prioritize  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
SFWD  with  regard  to  the  management  of  the  Alameda  Creek  and  Peninsula 
watersheds. 

o It  was  noted  that  the  Steering  Committee  members  would  require  extensive  lead 
time  if  involved  in  any  public  presentation  activities. 

o It  was  also  decided  that  the  first  meeting  should  be  set  up  in  the  next  couple  of 
weeks. 
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Internal  interviews  with  SFWD  sections  will  be  set  up  as  soon  as  possible. 


TAG 

o The  concept  proposed  by  the  Consultant  Team  that  would  be  comprised  of 
managers  and  experts  associated  with  other  watershed  programs  across  the 
nation  was  discussed.  Membership  might  include  watershed  managers  or  other 
technical  staff  from  watersheds  in  New  York  and  Dallas,  as  well  as  other  states. 

o It  was  clarified  that  TAG  recommendations  would  be  considered  internally,  not 
publicly. 

EIR  Process 

o The  development  of  the  program  EIRs  was  reviewed.  EDAW  clarified  that  the 
purpose  and  use  of  the  program  EIRs  was  to  set  policy.  All  subsequent  project 
EIRs  would  be  able  to  use  the  same  base  information  and  only  need  to 
supplement  it  with  site-specific  information,  design  and  mitigation  measures. 

o Discussion  took  place  regarding  anticipated  lengthy  review  of  program  EIRs  by  the 
City’s  OER  and  ways  to  facilitate  a timely  process. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Josh  Milstein,  SF  City  Attorney 
Issues  Summary 
September  22,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorney 

Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  staff  met  with  Josh  Milstein  of  the  SF  City  Attorneys  Office  to 

learn  legal  and  historical  issues  associated  with  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  lands. 

Management  Planning  Process 

o The  value  of  Steve  Leonard’s  continued  involvement  in  the  process  was  discussed. 
As  manager  of  the  group  investigating  the  construction  of  a filtration  plant  for 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water,  he  has  already  established  communication  with  the  PUC  and 
will  help  present  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  to  the  PUC  as  tools  to  help 
run  the  watershed  facilities  more  efficiently  and  cost-effectively. 

o One  of  the  goals  that  has  been  suggested  for  SFWD  is  to  operate  from  both  a 
utility  and  an  environmental  perspective. 

o The  SFWD  was  urged  to  contact  Andy  Moran  of  Hetch  Hetchy  and  involve  him  in 
the  management  planning  effort.  One  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Department’s  policy 
statements  is  to  be  proactive  and  create  environmental  benefits  in  exchange  for 
water  or  dollars. 

o It  was  recommended  that  SFWD  identify,  explore  and  anticipate  the  impacts  of  all 
potential  proposals  for  watershed  use  and  prepare  responses. 

o The  SFWD  is  desperate  for  additional  water  storage  during  the  "wet  years"  to 
anticipate  water  supply  for  the  drought. 

o The  current  construction  of  SF  Watershed  land  leases,  particularly  in  the  Alameda 
Creek  Watershed,  does  not  adequately  control  land  use. 
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Water  Rights 

o "Water  rights"  refers  to  the  1913  Appropriate  Water  Rights  statute  that  enforces 
controls  on  development  and  maintenance  of  water  systems.  For  the  most  part, 
the  Water  Department’s  water  rights  predate  the  implementation  of  the  statute  after 
the  State  water  board  was  appointed  to  approve  applications  for  permits  to  build 
and  operate  water  systems. 

o Prior  to  the  statute,  SFWD’s  predecessor,  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company, 
claimed  the  land  on  which  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds  are  located  by 
filing  Civil  Code  appropriation  notices  in  Alameda  and  San  Mateo  counties. 
(NOTE:  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  came  into  existence  in  1930.) 

o Currently,  only  one  system  on  the  SF  Watershed  lands  --  the  San  Antonio 
Reservoir  (Alameda  Watershed)  --  is  subject  to  water  rights  enforced  by  the  State 
Water  Board.  This  reservoir  was  constructed  in  the  1960’s. 

o Up  to  this  point,  the  majority  of  SFWD  operations  have  been  exempt  from  State 
Board  requirements.  However,  there  is  increasing  pressure  on  the  Water 
Department  to  take  steps  to  operate  more  efficiently  in  ways  that  may  result  in 
water  loss  or  impact  water  quality. 

o One  particular  aspect  of  the  Water  Department’s  operations  that  is  being 
challenged  by  the  State  is  "diverting  water  in  an  unreasonable  manner." 
Specifically,  this  refers  to  the  practice  of  controlling  the  flow  of  water  through 
pipelines  rather  than  delivering  the  water  supply  by  way  of  natural  streams.  The 
Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  being  conducted  by  Bookman-Edmonston 
is  now  evaluating  the  reasonableness  of  using  portions  of  Alameda  creek  for  water 
delivery  that  would  potentially  sustain  a fishery. 


Fishing  interests 

o The  Fish  & Game  Code  5937  requires  releases  of  water  from  dams  to  keep  fish 
that  may  exist  below  the  dam  in  good  condition.  The  statute  does  not  apply  to 
stream  restoration  per  se. 

o In  the  interest  of  retaining  water  quantities,  the  SF  Water  Department  has  not 
pursued  restoring  streams  for  water  deliveries  and  fisheries.  Most  of  the  dams  on 
the  SF  Watershed  predate  the  statute.  Therefore,  the  Department  has  been 
exempt  from  code  requirements. 
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o There  is  increasing  pressure  from  different  fishing  and  environmental  interests  to 
restore  Alameda  Creek  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  in  order  to  restore  a steelhead 
trout  habitat.  However,  it  would  take  approximately  30  million  gallons  of  water 
to  be  released  at  the  head  of  Niles  Canyon  in  order  to  have  any  flow  show  on  the 
surface  of  the  ground.  Thus,  there  would  need  to  be  over  30  million  gallons  of 
water  per  day  released  just  to  maintain  a surface  flow  to  carry  any  steelhead  out 
to  the  ocean.  Recently,  fishing  interests  have  submitted  complaints  in  an  attempt 
to  pressure  SFWD  to  restore  Alameda  Creek:  the  Steelhead  Advisory 

Commission,  Caltrout  and  California  Sport  Fishing  Association.  Although  some 
consensus  was  reached  between  SFWD  and  Caltrout,  the  other  complaints  were 
dismissed. 

o There  is  an  EIR  process  being  conducted  by  the  Coastside  County  Water  District 
to  construct  a pipeline  from  Stone  Dam  to  Highway  92,  over  the  Pilarcitos  Creek. 
It  is  recommended  that  the  SFWD  get  involved  in  this  EIR  process. 

o Fish  and  Game  Code  #5943  states  that  reservoirs  must  allow  access  for  fishing 
unless  a legitimate  reason  can  be  found  to  justify  closure. 

o The  three  fishing  groups  that  have  been  targeted  for  interviews  --  United  Anglers, 
Caltrout  and  the  California  Sport  Fishing  Association  --  are  so  diverse  in  their 
interests  that  two  approaches  have  been  recommended:  either  one-on-one 
interviews  with  representatives  from  each  group,  or  a roundtable  session  (mini 
workshop)  that  will  force  all  single-purpose  interests  on  the  table. 

o There  is  a need  to  sample  fish  in  the  reservoirs.  Although  SFWD  has  agreed  to 
Fish  and  Game’s  proposal  to  do  the  sampling,  no  action  has  been  taken. 


Liability  Issues 

o Niles  Canyon  --  The  SFWD  must  decide  whether  or  not  it  needs  the  Sunol 
Aqueduct  and  the  right  of  way.  There  are  liability  issues  associated  with 
"uncontrolled  recreation,"  specifically,  children  playing  on  the  aqueduct  and  getting 
injured.  There  have  been  numerous  deaths  and  SFWD  has  settled  several  injury 
claims  over  the  years.  SFWD  must  decide  if  they  need  the  Sunol  Aqueduct,  if  not, 
they  should  declare  the  property  surplus  and  put  it  up  for  sale. 

o SFWD  supplies  5-6  customers  with  water  that  does  not  meet  the  "green"  water 
standards.  SFWD  has  been  advised  to  sell  the  properties  with  a provision  for 
eventual  acquisition  by  EBRPD. 
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Historical  References 


o Historically,  the  State  Constitution  allows  that  anyone  can  fish  anywhere  in 
California. 

o As  part  of  SFWD  historical  records,  fishing  took  place  in  the  watershed,  as  did 
camping. 

o Two  historical  documents  were  offered  to  the  Team  for  reference  throughout  the 
planning  effort:  Spring  Valley  Magazine  and  historical  reports  and  references 
regarding  fishing. 

o JRP,  a Davis,  CA  firm  is  collecting  data  on  the  history  of  the  watersheds. 

o in  recent  history,  the  contract  between  SFWD  and  Coastside  County  regarding  the 
Coastside  County  Water  District  pipeline  extension  to  Half  Moon  Bay  was  modified 
as  a result  of  pressure  provided  by  SF  Supervisor  Bill  Maher.  Two  modifications 
made  to  the  contract  are  to  limit  the  size  to  conform  with  Phase  One  growth 
demands  under  the  local  coastal  plan,  and  to  require  Coastside  to  do  studies  of 
conservation,  groundwater  and  water  reclamation  prior  to  requesting  an  increase 
in  water  deliveries  from  SFWD  that  is  above  Phase  One  demands. 


Hydrology 

o There  are  data  gaps  for  monitoring  streamflows  and  reservoir  overflows  during  the 
Moscone  administration  which  halted  collection  of  such  data.  SFWD’s  staff 
hydrologist  is  currently  researching  and  chronicling  the  missing  data. 


GGNRA 

o The  scenic  and  recreational  easements  administered  by  the  GGNRA  were 
transferred  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

o The  main  issue  between  SFWD  and  GGNRA  is  the  different  interpretations  of  land 
use  control. 

o A letter  from  Brian  O’Neill  to  the  Water  Department  explains  that  GGNRA’s 
boundaries  were  extended  to  include  the  watershed  areas  in  order  for  Congress 
to  recognize  the  areas  and  grant  permission  for  GGNRA  to  protect  the  lands. 
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o Under  the  legal  terms  of  the  easements,  the  Water  Department  is  permitted  to 
conduct  any  activity  on  the  lands,  without  GGNRA  concurrence,  as  long  as  it 
pertains  to  water  delivery,  e.g.,  SFWD  can  build  a pump  station  without  GGNRA 
concurrence,  but  they  must  have  GGNRA’s  blessing  in  order  to  build  a public 
restroom. 

o Permitted  uses  on  lands  under  the  GGNRA  recreational  easement  are  dictated  by 
the  1968  Metcalf  & Eddy  Plan.  (NOTE:  Former  City  Attorney  Jerome  Cohen 
participated  in  drafting  both  the  scenic  and  recreational  easements.)  The  current 
terms  of  the  recreational  easement  allow  for  a golf  course  which  GGNRA  opposes. 
SFWD  may  anticipate  potential  pressure  from  various  interest  groups  to  amend  or 
revise  the  uses  currently  permitted  under  the  terms  of  the  easement. 

o The  scenic  easement  allows  for  a scenic  roadway  (Skyline  Drive)  and  trails  for 
hiking.  However,  the  text  includes  contradictory  language  that  states  that  none  of 
the  permitted  uses  should  be  construed  as  allowing  for  public  access. 

o On  a map  version  of  the  scenic  easement,  an  SFWD  staff  member  identified  an 
"ecological  presentation"  of  the  easement  that  included  a "core"  area  that  allows 
no  public  access  and  a "buffer"  area  that  allows  limited  access. 

o The  GGNRA  easements  are  signed  by  four  parties,  including  the  SFWD,  the  State 
(Caltrans),  San  Mateo  County  and  GGNRA. 

o Currently,  there  is  an  environmental  study  underway  for  a water  supply  pipeline 
between  Pilarcitos  and  Stone  Dam  down  to  Highway  92. 

o The  Highway  92  expansion  project  is  now  in  the  design  stages.  SFWD  staff  is 
monitoring  its  progress  and  its  potential  impacts  on  the  watershed  lands.  A 
mitigation  plan  is  also  in  the  works.  Some  mitigation  measures  recommended  by 
Caltrans  include  the  following: 

• using  the  quarries  to  store  sedimentation  from  excavation. 

• restoring  quarries 

• relocating  wetlands 

• replacing  riparian  oaks 


Quarry  Leases/Practices 

o The  quarry  business  operates  on  supply  and  demand  and  haul  differences. 
Competition  is  severe. 
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o SFWD  must  measure  the  benefits  of  the  revenue  generated  from  the  quarry  leases 
against  the  potential  threats  to  wildlife,  surface  water  and  groundwater. 

o SFWD  must  ensure  that  the  reclamation  plan  submitted  by  Mission  Valley  Rock 
includes  provisions  to  stop  operations  if  the  water  supply  is  threatened. 

o Other  quarry  operators  have  contested  the  granting  by  SFWD  of  a previous 
agricultural  lease  to  Mission  Valley  Rock  for  quarry  operations. 

o RMC  Lone  Star  has  released  a Negative  Declaration  Statement  on  the  proposed 
expansion  on  the  Alameda  Creek  Watershed  to  store  sediment. 


Suggested  Contacts/Documents 

o Andy  Moran,  Manager,  Hetch  Hetchy  Department 
o Spring  Valley  Magazine  (JRP,  Davis,  watershed  historians) 
o Historical  documents  regarding  fishing  (JRP,  Davis) 
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Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Kick-Off  Meeting  Summary 
San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Millbrae 
Monday,  September  28,  1:30  p.m. 


Meeting  Attendees:  Committee  Members 

Leo  Bauer,  SFWD 
Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 
Bob  Hickman,  SFWD 
Don  Larramendy,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 

Consultant  Team 


David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM 
Kelly  Stewart,  PAM 


cc:  Committee  Members  John  Mullane,  SFWD 

Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  is  comprised  of  representatives 
from  all  affected  divisions/sections  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department.  The 
committee  was  initially  formed  to  ensure  that  all  Water  Department  staff  that  may 
potentially  be  affected  by  the  management  plans  are  involved  throughout  the  planning 
process.  The  same  staff  will  be  kept  apprised  of  the  progress  of  the  study,  assess 
potential  impacts  to  each  function  of  the  Water  Department  and  advise  the  Project 
Team  of  issues  that  should  be  addressed.  All  committee  members  have  received  an 
initial  briefing  from  the  team  on  the  planning  effort  and  its  status  and  were  sent  a 
packet  in  advance  of  the  meeting  that  included  a meeting  invitation,  agenda, 
workplan/schedule,  preliminary  "working"  goals,  maps  of  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
Watershed  identifying  primary  areas  of  interest  and  lists  of  key  issues  provided  by 
agencies  interviewed  by  the  team. 
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Status  of  Planning  Effort 

To  begin  the  meeting,  David  Blau  of  EDAW  presented  a detailed  schedule  for  Phase  I 
(August-January,  1992),  highlighting  suggested  meeting  dates  for  the  committee  to 
review  products  and  progress  of  the  planning  effort.  As  outlined  in  the  schedule,  the 
committee  will  meet  regularly  during  the  first  phase  to  discuss  and  review  the  following 
areas:  • Goals  and  Objectives 

• Presentations  to  the  Public  and  Agencies 

• the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  Description  Papers 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  timing  of  the  first  round  of  public  and  agency 
workshops  be  postponed  from  early  November  to  December  or  January.  Separate 
workshops  will  be  conducted  for  public  agencies.  The  committee  felt  that  no  broad 
public  or  agency  meetings  should  be  scheduled  until  the  goals  and  objectives  have 
been  developed  by  the  committee  and  reviewed  by  the  PUC. 


Committee  Organization 

The  following  organizational  items  were  discussed  and  established  for  the  committee: 
Committee  Name  --  Watershed  Planning  Committee. 

Mission 

• participate  up  front  in  the  development  of  the  goals  and  objectives: 

• provide  general  direction  to  the  planning  effort  to  reflect  the  needs  and  desires 
of  all  SFWD  divisions: 

• monitor  progress  to  determine  issues  that  should  be  addressed:  and 

• anticipate  potential  proposals  from  outside  entities  in  order  to  develop  strategies 
for  SFWD  response. 

Frequency  --  Meetings  will  be  held  monthly  through  the  first  phase  and  as  needed 
throughout  the  planning  process. 

Roles  and  Responsibilities  --  Ed  Stewart  will  facilitate  the  meetings  with  EDAW’s 
assistance  and  Public  Affairs  Management  will  provide  summaries.  Committee 
members  will  be  provided  materials  in  advance.  All  members  were  asked  to  make  a 
commitment  to  the  process  and  to  designate  an  alternate  to  attend  if  they  can  not 
attend. 

Operations  - It  was  determined  that  committee  members  will  seek  basic  agreement  on 
all  discussion  items  (if  not  consensus)  and  bring  any  unresolved  issues  to  a higher 
level  within  the  Water  Department. 
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Goals  and  Objectives 

There  was  discussion  regarding  the  context  and  criteria  the  committee  should  consider 
to  develop  the  goals  and  objectives  for  the  management  planning  effort.  Although  a 
Peninsula  Watershed  Management  Program  was  produced  in  1985,  containing  a 
description  of  current  management  practices,  no  comprehensive,  consistent  policies  or 
guidelines  for  evaluating  existing  or  proposed  operations  is  available.  It  was  noted 
that  the  goals  and  objectives  will  drive  the  evaluation  of  proposals  and  should 
therefore  provide  mechanisms  for  measuring  values.  Once  defined  and  approved  by 
the  committee,  the  goals  and  objectives  will  be  presented  to  the  SFWD  management, 
followed  by  the  PUC,  and  eventually,  the  public  and  agencies. 

Based  on  preliminary  primary  and  secondary  goals  offered  by  Cheryl  Davis,  the 
committee  defined  six  primary  goals  and  four  secondary  goals.  Specific  wording  was 
discussed  for  all  goals  that  will  be  further  refined  by  the  consultant  team. 

The  primary  goals  emphasized  the  following  areas: 

• maintaining  water  quality 

• maximizing  water  supply 

• protecting  water  resources 

• meeting  environmental  laws  and  regulations 

• protecting  public  health  and  safety 

• balancing  cost  considerations 

The  secondary  goals  were  developed  with  the  intention  that  any  proposed  uses  would 
be  consistent  with  the  primary  goals  first: 

• generating  revenues 

• providing  recreational  and  land  use  opportunities 

• enhancing  public  awareness  of  the  watershed  issues 

• demonstrating  respect  for  the  environment 

Two  goals  were  designated  "objectives"  or  "tasks"  to  be  listed  under  the  primary  or 
secondary  goals: 

• identify  changes  in  SFWD  operations  that  benefit  the  environment,  but  do  not 
adversely  impact  water  quality  or  supply 

• identify  environmental  enhancement  opportunities  that  could  be  "banked"  for 
future  use  or  funding 

There  was  also  some  discussion  regarding  the  goal  of  balancing  cost  considerations 
and  how  this  balance  should  be  evaluated.  The  consultant  team  will  recommend 
methods  and  the  level  of  analysis  for  evaluating  the  fiscal  impacts  of  the  project 
alternatives.  The  team  will  refine  the  wording  of  all  of  the  primary  and  secondary 
goals  and  identify  more  detailed  objectives  associated  with  each  for  presentation  at 
the  next  Watershed  Planning  Meeting  on  Monday,  November  2 at  1 :30  p.m.  at  the 
Millbrae  facility. 
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Meeting  Handouts 

• Revised  Schedule  for  Phase  I of  Watershed  Management  Plans  and  EIRs 

• Letter  from  John  Mullane  to  the  PUC  regarding  the  SF  Watershed  Management 
Plans  & EIRs 

• Memo  from  Cheryl  Davis  re:  Preliminary  Ideas  For  Primary  and  Secondary 
Goals 

• Article  on  national  watershed  plan  ratified  by  the  American  Water  Works 
Association  (AWWA) 

Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Monday,  November  2 at  1 :30  p.m. 

Location:  SFWD,  Millbrae 

Discussion  Items: 

• Designate  alternates 

• Review  goals  and  objectives 

• Review  Draft  Newsletter  to  be  sent  to  the  public 

• Review  recommended  approach  and  committee  involvement  in  presentations  to 
the  PUC,  the  general  public  and  interested  agencies 

• Review  Schedule  for  public  and  agency  workshops 


Attachments 


■ 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans  and  EIR’s 
Water  Department  Kick-off  Meeting 
September  16,  1992 

The  following  responses  were  given  by  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in 
answer  to  the  question,  “What  do  you  want  most  from  the  Watershed  Management  Plan?” 

• Operational  Coordination 

• Policies  that  begin  the  process 

• “Century-Level”  Planning:  The  Next  100  Years 

• Sources  of  Pollution,  Sanitary  Hazards  & Mitigation  Strategy 

• Identify  Changes  in  Water  operations  that  benefit  the  environment  without  diminishing 
Water  Quality/Quantity 

• G.I.S.  Capability 

• Alameda  Watershed  - Baseline  conditions/maps 

• Agricultural  Leasing  Policy  with  tenants  that  are  good  land  stewards 

• Policy  “matrix”  to  balance  all  requests 

• Comprehensive,  living  document 

• Consistent  management  practices 

• Strict  compliance  with  easements 

• Develop/Manage  groundwater 

• Land  Management  Plan  which  is  consistent  with  the  mission  of  the  Water  Department 

• Do  any  existing  operations  adversely  affect  the  environment? 


SD:N:2s005:0007 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Internal  Interviews  by  Division/Section 
Issues  Summary 
September  29,  1992 

Members  of  the  Project  Team  conducted  interviews  with  the  following  divisions  and 
subdivisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  learn  issues  and  goals  specific 
to  each  function  that  should  be  addressed  and  coordinated  throughout  the  watershed 
management  planning  process: 

Water  Quality  Division 


Water  Supply  & Treatment  Division 

Operations  Engineering 
& Planning 

Lands  Group 


Leonard  Swanson,  Manager 
Phil  Caskey,  Assistant  Manager 

Cheryl  Davis,  Manager 

Norm  Lougee,  Manager,  Planning 
Bill  Camp,  Manager,  Engineering 

Jerry  Romani,  Manager 
Alan  Lucas,  Land  Use  Aid 
Bernie  Lee,  Land  Use  Aid 


Operations  & Maintenance  Don  Larramendy 

Tom  Duffy 

Environmental  & Regulatory  Bob  Hickman,  Manager 

Affairs 


Interviewers: 
(Project  Team 
Representatives) 


Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Karen  Johnson,  J.M.  Montgomery 


Each  division  and  subdivision  received  an  information  packet  in  advance  of  the  interview 
which  provided  the  introductory  section  of  the  proposal  submitted  by  EDAW.  Many  of  the 
SFWD  staff  targeted  for  the  internal  interviews  attended  a department-wide  briefing  on 
the  SF  Watershed  Management  Planning  Effort  on  September  16  and  received  a full 
overview  from  the  consultant  team  on  the  workplan  and  issues.  Most  of  the  division  and 
group  managers  had  also  attended  the  first  meeting  of  the  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  on  September  28  where  primary  and  secondary  goals  for  the  management 
plan  were  discussed. 
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At  all  interviews,  maps  of  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Creek  watersheds  were  displayed 
with  issues  identified  both  on  the  map  and  in  a list  of  "Key  Concerns."  The  draft  primary 
and  secondary  goals  for  the  management  plans  that  were  developed  the  day  before  at 
the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting  were  also  posted.  Each  group  of  interview 
participants  was  asked  to  provide  input  on  the  impacts  of  specific  issues  that  apply  to 
their  section,  to  comment  on  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  and  to  ask  questions  on 
any  aspect  of  the  planning  process  or  activities  that  was  not  clear.  Specific  comments 
are  listed  below  by  SFWD  divisions: 

WATER  QUALITY  DIVISION  INTERVIEW 

Attendees:  Leonard  Swanson,  Phil  Caskey,  Joe  Naras,  Tina  Stott,  Kelly  Stewart  and 

Karen  Johnson 


Issues 


o It  was  expressed  that  the  sole  purpose  and  goal  for  the  reservoirs  on  the 
watersheds  should  be  to  protect  the  water  quality  of  the  stored  water  supply  for 
human  consumption.  Because  the  reservoirs  produce  only  five  percent  of  the 
water  supply,  the  goal  to  maximize  water  supply  in  the  reservoirs  should  only  be 
a byproduct  of  the  storage  function.  A division  representative  felt  that  fisheries, 
boating  and  other  activities  should  not  be  allowed  on  the  reservoirs. 

o The  primary  and  secondary  goals  established  by  the  SFWD  will  enable  them  to 
screen  proposals  from  outside  agencies  and  other  stakeholders  to  ensure 
consistency. 

o Standards  and  tools  must  be  developed  for  range  management  practices,  including 
permits  and  grazing  leases.  At  present,  cattle  are  recurrently  breaking  through 
private  fences,  tearing  up  the  dirt  and  wandering  into  the  water  supply  areas. 
Given  the  known  parasites  that  are  carried  by  cattle,  there  is  concern  about  water 
quality  impacts.  Frequently,  the  Watershed  keepers  are  having  to  haul  the  cattle 
out  of  the  restricted  areas  and  notify  the  owner.  Under  current  grazing  lease 
agreements,  lessees  do  not  feel  obligated  to  police  and  maintain  their  property  or 
control  their  livestock.  Water  Quality  Division  staff  recommend  that  grazing  lease 
sites  be  selected  for  minimum  impact  and  that  more  restrictive  permitting,  if  any, 
be  incorporated  into  the  goals. 

o Water  Quality  Division  Management  requested  that  the  plan  include  a tool  to 
provide  more  detailed  information  regarding  the  use  of  chemicals  by  both  lessees 
and  SFWD  staff  on  the  watershed  lands  and  water  supply.  Currently,  lessees  are 
required  to  complete  a monthly  report  listing  the  types  of  chemicals  they  use,  but 
they  do  not  have  to  list  the  quantities,  locations  or  any  residual  of  these  chemicals. 
Chemical  users  should  prove  efficient  use. 
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o It  was  noted  that  the  continued  budget  crunch  will  put  more  pressure  on  the  Water 
Department  to  retain  revenue-generating  operations. 

o Regarding  the  workplan  products,  clarification  was  requested  on  the  level  of  detail 
that  will  be  provided  for  the  individual  management  plans  for  each  of  the 
watersheds.  It  was  explained  that  during  the  first  phase  (through  March,  1993), 
the  consultant  team  will  be  gathering  information  to  describe  the  water  systems  on 
the  watersheds  and,  with  the  Watershed  Planning  Commission,  defining  the  SFWD 
goals  and  issues.  Phase  2 will  concentrate  on  gathering  information  on  biologic 
and  other  interests. 

o Concern  was  expressed  regarding  the  impacts  of  quarry  operations  on  the 
watershed  (e.g.,  truck  traffic  associated  with  the  Apperson  Ridge  Quarry 
operations  on  the  Alameda  Watershed).  Will  the  individual  management  plans  be 
able  to  rank  different  uses  so  that  watershed  management  can  determine  a limit 
to  the  number  and  level  of  activity  allowed  for  quarry  operations?  Will  this 
information  help  SFWD  to  monitor  impacts,  control  existing  operations  and 
evaluate  proposed  operations?  For  example,  planners  need  to  determine  whether 
or  not  it  would  be  more  economically  and  environmentally  feasible  to  close  down 
certain  quarry  operations  and  retain  others. 

o The  primary  goal  of  protecting  public  health  and  safety  was  noted  as  being  very 
important.  It  was  expressed  that  recreational  access  could  threaten  the  pristine 
quality  of  the  watersheds,  especially  if  chemicals  are  used.  If  recreational  access 
is  granted,  there  must  be  a plan  and  procedures  to  restrict  recreational  access  in 
order  to  protect  public  health  and  safety.  Any  recreational  access  that  is  permitted 
should  be  done  so  on  a trial  or  experimental  basis  with  a five-year  review.  Zones 
of  influence  should  be  identified  and  analyzed  over  a period  of  time  to  determine 
impacts  to  security,  water  quality,  etc. 

o It  is  important  for  the  SFWD  to  monitor  and  analyze  the  changing  rules  and 
regulations  administered  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DOHS).  The  most  updated  rules  must  be 
considered  when  evaluating  proposed  uses.  The  management  plan  should  provide 
tools  to  help  the  SFWD  predict  and  anticipate  changes  in  regulations  that  may 
affect  proposed  uses  once  implemented.  Specific  limits  could  be  incorporated  into 
agreements  to  avoid  impact  to  water  quality  and  supply  and  to  continue  to  meet 
conformance  standards  that  are  mandated  (e.g.,  limit  windsurfing  activities  to 
certain  times  of  the  year). 

o There  is  a need  to  develop  a tool  to  grade  or  evaluate  ongoing  practices  on  the 
watershed. 
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o It  was  suggested  that  by  getting  the  State  (DOHS)  to  buy  in  to  SFWD  efforts  to 
protect  the  watershed,  the  planning  process  would  be  strengthened.  Cliff  Bowen 
and  Steve  Catcher  of  the  DOHS  were  referred  as  interested  parties. 

o Leonard  Swanson  designated  Phil  Caskey  as  his  official  alternate  for  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee. 


WATER  SUPPLY  ENGINEERING  & PLANNING  ISSUES 

Attendees:  Norm  Lougee,  Bill  Camp,  Joe  Naras,  Tina  Stott,  Kelly  Stewart  and  Karen 

Johnson 

Alameda  Creek  Watershed  Issues 


o Norm  Lougee  requested  a transparency  version  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  map 
and  issues  for  a presentation  he  was  giving  to  the  RWQCB  the  week  of  October 
5 on  the  history,  future  and  geology  of  the  Alameda  Creek  Watershed. 
Montgomery  planned  to  call  RWQCB  to  get  permission  to  attend  the  meeting,  but 
was  unable  to  attend. 

o It  was  expressed  that  the  September  16th  briefing  given  by  the  Project  Team  to 
the  Department  was  excellent. 

o The  Sunol  Aqueduct  in  Niles  Canyon  is  old,  dilapidated,  it  leaks  and  is  in  need  of 
massive  repairs.  SFWD  currently  serves  six  small  customers  from  this  aqueduct, 
but  the  state  of  the  aqueduct  exposes  the  Department  to  liability  issues.  The 
benefits  must  be  weighed  against  the  costs  to  determine  SFWD’s  next  steps. 

o On  the  Alameda  Creek  Watershed,  SFWD  currently  supplies  water  to  the  wells 
near  Castlewood  which  are  so  small  and  remote  that  they  tend  to  be  neglected 
until  something  goes  awry  and  interferes  with  normal  watershed  operations. 

o There  have  been  a series  of  proposals,  including  one  from  Peak  Power 
Corporation  to  use  the  Calaveras  Reservoir  for  cogeneration  as  a pump/storage 
facility. 

o Should  SFWD  use  existing  facilities  like  the  Calaveras  Pipeline  to  generate  hydro 
power? 

o Analysis  of  current  operations  for  supplying  water  to  the  Town  of  Sunol  was 
suggested.  Should  the  Alameda  siphon  be  used,  or  should  Sunol  be  served  from 
the  Sunol  Water  Treatment  Plant? 
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o There  is  concern  regarding  the  reliability  of  the  water  system  with  regard  to  the 
Calaveras  faultline  and  the  "Sinbad"  branchline  that  exist  on  the  west  side  of  Sunol 
Valley.  There  is  no  question  that  when  the  fault  slips,  service  and  supply  will  be 
lost  and  damage  will  occur.  The  siphons  will  break;  there  is  some  damage  now 
to  siphons  under  Calaveras  Road.  The  back-up  system  in  place  will  not 
adequately  provide  for  the  water  needed  to  service  the  South  Bay.  There  has 
been  a preliminary  study  conducted  on  the  Irvington  Tunnel  that  identifies  a need 
to  develop  a plan  for  emergency  response.  Watershed  keepers  are  the  first  line 
of  defense  and  must  be  trained  to  canvass  the  entire  watershed  area,  respond  to 
an  emergency  situation  and  keep  in  constant  communication  with  the  operations 
staff.  It  is  believed  that  the  more  people  know  about  how  vulnerable  SFWD  water 
supply  is,  funding  and  interest  will  follow. 

o The  issue  of  reliability  of  the  system  seems  to  fit  best  under  the  primary  goal  of 
"protecting  public  health  and  safety." 

o EQE’s  study  is  identifying  emergency  response  problems,  not  physical  solutions. 

o A current  practice  is  to  transfer  State  water  through  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir  and 
Sunol  Water  Treatment  Plant.  There  is  a concern  about  combining  the  chlorinated, 
State  water  with  Hetchy  water. 

o To  allow  for  additional  water  capacity,  the  dams  must  be  proven  safe  to  withstand 
additional  levels.  Many  proposals  to  raise  the  spillways  have  been  proposed.  This 
type  of  operational  change  must  be  addressed  in  the  planning  effort,  if  proposed. 
There  is  no  adequate  release  for  the  spillways  for  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir.  A 
spillway  connection  to  San  Antonio  Creek  is  needed. 

o If  it  was  possible,  Water  Supply  and  Engineering  would  raise  the  levels  of  all  the 
reservoirs  to  ensure  safe  yield  storage.  Both  the  Calaveras  and  San  Antonio 
reservoirs  are  prime  candidates  for  expanding  water  capacity  by  raising  water 
levels.  However,  it  is  recommended  that  the  issue  of  raising  levels  be  left  open 
during  development  of  the  plans.  There  are  two  conflicting  goals  that  are  difficult 
to  anticipate:  to  keep  reservoirs  full  before  the  drought  to  ensure  safe  yield  and 
to  keep  water  levels  down  in  the  reservoir  during  a drought  to  catch  every  drop  of 
rain.  Also,  a key  goal  is  to  minimize  spillway,  regardless  of  flood  or  drought. 
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Peninsula  Watershed  Issues 


o The  only  connection  between  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  and  the  San  Andreas 
Treatment  Plant  is  parallel  to  a faultline.  The  current  operations  are  to  treat  San 
Andreas  reservoir  water  first  and  pump  the  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  water  into 
San  Andreas  Reservoir  when  the  supply  is  exhausted. 

o If  any  of  the  reservoirs  are  used  to  accommodate  new  land  uses,  the  operations 
may  change,  as  well  as  costs  associated  with  water  treatment.  A well-balanced 
analysis  of  all  options  is  necessary  to  determine  the  impacts  of  approved  land  uses 
on  water  supply  and  water  quality. 

o Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  does  not  have  adequate  storage  capacity,  according  to 
the  DSOD.  Vegetation  in  the  culverts  downstream  of  the  reservoir  are  obstacles 
in  the  spillway.  The  homeless  live  under  bridges  along  San  Mateo  Creek  near 
Crystal  Springs  in  San  Mateo  and  are  in  danger  of  spillovers.  SFWD  has  an 
agreement  with  the  San  Mateo  police  to  enact  a "spill  contingency  plan"  to 
evacuate  the  homeless. 

o If  water  supply  is  expanded  to  accommodate  fisheries  and  flood  control,  etc,  the 
impacts  will  be  felt  by  water  users.  Also,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Water  Supply 
Engineering  group  be  aware  of  environmental  concerns  and  habitats,  so  that  the 
Engineering  Group  can  operate  the  reservoir  and  control  water  level  fluctuations 
to  be  compatible  with  nature.  (E.g.,  The  San  Antonio  Reservoir,  when  low, 
provided  the  perfect  habitat  for  the  Tri-Colored  Blackbirds.  Must  be  aware  of  nests 
when  fluctuating  water  levels.) 

o It  is  important  that  a well-balanced  analysis  be  conducted  of  all  possible  uses  that 
could  be  proposed.  If  faced  with  a proposed  use,  the  SFWD  can  reject  or  approve 
a use  based  on  whether  or  not  it  is  consistent  with  the  goals  and  objectives 
outlined  in  the  plan.  From  the  perspective  of  Water  Supply  Engineering  & 
Planning  staff,  they  are  willing  to  accommodate  outside  interests  as  long  as  it  does 
not  sacrifice  the  original  purpose  of  the  watershed  lands  and  reservoirs,  or  the 
associated  maintenance  functions  and  costs. 

o It  is  imperative  that  all  divisions  and  subdivisions  communicate  so  that 
management  is  consistent.  (E.g.,  if  the  lands  group  doesn’t  involve  the  operations 
group  in  development  of  an  agricultural  lease,  it  may  result  in  additional  costs  for 
retroactive  repairs.) 

o It  is  an  important  function  of  engineering  and  operations  to  be  able  to  shut  down 
certain  water  flows  to  inspect  facilities,  e.g.,  the  Coast  Range  Tunnel.  More 
redundancy  is  needed  in  the  system. 
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o Because  no  prescribed  burns  have  been  conducted  on  the  watersheds,  they  now 
may  be  vulnerable  to  fire.  A way  must  be  found  to  use  fire  to  prevent  fire  in  a way 
that  does  not  adversely  impact  the  water  quality.  Fire  access  is  blocked  on 
Pilarcitos  Creek.  Protection  and  suppression  should  be  addressed.  Consider 
hydrants  throughout  the  watershed  to  handle  fires. 

o The  consultant  team  will  be  coordinating  water  releases  and  fishery  issues  on  the 
Alameda  Watershed  with  the  Bookman-Edmonston  Study. 

o There  are  flooding  problems  with  Pilarcitos  Creek  downstream  due  to  good  yield 
from  the  reservoir  and  insufficient  storage  for  all  the  water.  The  Division  would  like 
to  use  more  of  the  water.  There  is  a proposal  for  a Coastside  pipeline  from  San 
Andreas  Reservoir;  the  Coastside  County  Water  Department  wants  the  hydraulic 
head. 


LANDS  GROUP 

Attendees:  Jerry  Romani,  Alan  Lucas  and  Bernie  Lee  (Lands);  Tom  Duffy  (Operations 

& Maintenance),  Bob  Hickman  (Environmental  Regulations) 


Issues 


o The  Lands  Group  oversees  existing  leases  and  permits  to  ensure  compliance;  they 
also  manage  lands  and  maximize  opportunities  within  the  constraints  of  water 
supply  and  water  quality. 

o It  is  important  to  have  SFWD  goals  in  place  before  public  workshops  are 
conducted. 

o Agency  coordination  is  essential  to  ensure  that  the  Department’s  decisions 
regarding  proposed  uses  comply  with  state  and  federal  regulations  and 
enforcement  is  supported  by  regional  agencies. 

o Currently,  the  water  in  the  San  Andreas,  San  Antonio  and  Calaveras  reservoirs  is 
being  treated  by  boat,  with  copper  sulphate  to  control  algae.  Boat  ramps  were 
requested  at  each  of  the  reservoirs  to  provide  for  storage  and  access.  The  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  involved  with  the  approval  of  the  ramps. 
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o It  was  suggested  that  the  public  may  be  wondering  why  recreational  access  on  the 
SF  Watersheds  is  so  limited  as  compared  to  EBMUD.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
consultant  team  look  to  local  examples  of  watershed  management  and  access, 
rather  than  the  proposed  technical  advisory  committee  (TAC)  comprised  of 
watershed  managers  in  New  York,  Seattle  and  other  areas.  It  was  confirmed  that 
Jerry  Gilbert,  former  general  manager  of  EBMUD  has  agreed  to  serve  on  the  TAC. 

o Once  funding  has  been  secured  to  develop  and  implement  the  watershed 
management  plans  and  EIRs,  how  will  maintenance  be  funded? 

o It  was  suggested  that  the  primary  goal  regarding  funding  consider  implementation 
costs  and  other  land  management  and  water  treatment  costs. 

o Regarding  grazing  leases,  the  land  use  staff  is  currently  working  on  a boilerplate 
leasing  agreement  that  could  be  used  as  a basis  for  grazing,  pipelines  and  other 
land  use  leases.  Range  management  is  a key  issue  with  both  the  Lands  Group 
and  Operations  Group.  Leases  must  require  lessees  to  be  good  stewards  of  the 
land.  The  terms  of  the  leasing  agreements  should  meet  three  of  the  preliminary 
goals:  managing  and  protecting  resources,  generating  revenue;  and  measuring 
costs.  These  objectives  must  be  enforced.  Leases  should  be  for  five-year 
maximum  terms  with  options  for  renewal.  However,  longer-term  leases  result  in 
better  land  stewardship. 

o Regarding  pipeline  leases,  decisions  must  be  made  regarding  containment 
requirements  and  deed  restrictions.  Chevron  can  not  promise  full  containment  and 
may  legally  protest  removal  of  the  pipeline. 

o There  are  other  deed  restriction  issues  regarding  the  removal  of  trees  in  the  right- 
of-way  of  the  pipeline.  It  was  noted  that  depending  upon  the  type  of  tree  that  is 
designated  for  removal,  the  Department  may  receive  protest  from  surrounding 
communities.  Questions  were  raised  regarding  trees  worth  harvesting  for  profit, 
and  reducing  fire  hazard  through  logging. 

o Regarding  quarry  leases,  potential  impacts  of  a 24-hour  quarry  operation  planned 
for  the  future  (Apperson  Ridge),  as  well  as  filtration  issues  in  the  Sunol  Valley 
quarries  must  be  addressed  in  the  plans. 
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o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  level  of  cost  analysis  that  would  be  provided 
in  the  plan  for  each  type  of  use  or  lease.  A concern  was  raised  that  the  purpose 
of  this  project  is  to  justify  decisions  already  made  or  waiting  to  be  made.  It  was 
suggested  that  the  product  should  allow  staff  and  decision  makers  to  make 
quantifiable  decisions  and  determine  a priority  for  and  balance  of  different  uses. 
However,  it  was  reiterated  that  costs  are  secondary  to  protection  of  water  quality 
and  water  supply.  A detailed  costs-benefits  analysis  can  be  conducted  for  a 
project-level  EIR  once  a proposed  use  has  met  the  primary  and  secondary  goals. 

o The  approach  to  the  management  planning  process  was  also  clarified:  is  the  plan 
being  developed  to  establish  SFWD  goals  or  to  react  to  exterior,  political 
pressures.  It  was  clarified  that  both  approaches  are  being  considered. 

o Low  water  levels  at  reservoirs  allow  cattle  to  access  water. 


CHERYL  DAVIS,  MANAGER,  WATER  SUPPLY  DIVISION 

Attendees:  Cheryl  Davis,  Ed  Stewart,  Joe  Naras,  Tina  Stott,  Kelly  Stewart  and  Karen 

Johnson. 


Issues 


o Costs  should  be  considered  and  presented  to  the  PUC  to  address  the  anticipated 
political  battles  with  regard  to  the  special  interest  proposals  on  the  watersheds. 
The  consultant  team  was  asked  to  quantify  known  costs  for  implementing  and 
maintaining  specific  uses  on  the  watershed.  A theoretical  example  was  requested 
to  use  as  an  educational  tool  to  help  the  PUC  and  the  public  understand  all 
aspects,  impacts  and  associated  costs  of  proposed  uses. 

o A proposed  survey  to  assess  the  attitudes  and  opinions  of  watershed  and  water 
users  was  discussed  and  determined  to  be  very  helpful  in  the  development  and 
acceptance  of  the  management  plans. 

o It  was  suggested  an  additional  aspect  be  incorporated  into  the  secondary  goal 
regarding  public  awareness  and  education  that  addresses  the  SFWD’s  obligation 
to  promote  to  the  public  the  activities  that  reinforce  a positive  image. 

o A very  visual  and  participatory  presentation  was  suggested  for  presenting  SFWD’s 
goals,  to  clarify  the  connection  between  the  watersheds  and  drinking  water  and  to 
tactfully  dispel  the  notion  that  the  watershed  is  public  land. 


9 


OPERATIONS  & MAINTENANCE  GROUP 


Attendees:  Don  Larramendy,  Joe  Naras,  Tina  Stott,  Kelly  Stewart  and  Karen  Johnson. 

Issues 


o The  comment  was  made  that  the  management  plan  is  timely  and  essential  to 
ensure  that  the  SFWD  is  making  informed  decisions  to  preserve  the  legacy  of  the 
watersheds  and  to  keep  costs  down  for  the  consumer. 

o Regulatory  issues  to  be  addressed  during  the  planning  process  include  storage  of 
in-flow  of  chlorinated  waters,  alternatives  to  copper-sulphate  treatment  (e.g., 
aeration)  and  methods  for  discharging  sludge  from  water  treatment  plants. 

o Support  and  enthusiasm  was  expressed  for  the  development  of  the  GIS  mapping 
for  the  project,  as  well  as  the  possibility  of  layering  additional  data  representing  the 
whole  SFWD  system,  including  engineering,  maintenance  and  utilities  functions. 

o It  was  noted  that  mapping  developed  by  the  consultant  team  would  identify 
sensitive  zones  that  could  later  be  defined  for  potential  enhancement  zones. 

o There  was  concern  about  the  concept  of  offering  recreational  activities  the 
opportunity  to  sustain  themselves.  Once  a recreational  activity  has  a financial 
stake  in  the  watersheds,  SFWD  may  be  less  able  to  protect  water  resources. 

o Recreational  pressures  tend  to  breed  more  recreational  pressures.  For  example, 
if  boat  ramps  are  implemented  for  SFWD  operations  and  trails  are  subsequently 
developed  for  public  use,  hikers  would  see  boat  ramps  and  the  next  pressure 
would  be  for  boating  access. 

o if  recreational  use  is  permitted,  there  must  be  a potable  water  supply  and  sewer 
system  in  place;  not  port-o-potties. 

o An  important  goal  in  communicating  with  the  public  should  be  to  convey  the 
connection  between  protecting  the  watershed  and  ensuring  quality  drinking  water. 
A demonstration  was  cited  that  took  place  at  public  hearings  held  in  the  late 
50’s/early  60’s  regarding  public  access  on  the  SF  Watersheds.  Samples  of  water 
from  Clear  Lake,  Shasta  Lake  and  the  Watershed  reservoirs  were  displayed  for  the 
public  and  the  question  was  asked,  which  water  would  you  rather  drink?  The 
quality  of  the  SF  water  was  visibly  cleaner  and  the  shock  value  was  very  effective  - 
- access  to  the  watershed  remained  closed. 
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DRAFT 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Marin  Municipal  Water  District 
Issues  Summary 
October  6,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Bob  Badaracco,  Environmental  Resources 

Division  Manager,  MMWD 
Eric  McGuire,  Environmental  Services 
Coordinator,  MMWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Fred  Euphrat,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  staff  met  with  watershed  managers  at  the  Marin  Municipal 
Water  District  to  learn  how  the  MMWD  has  managed  specific  uses  on  the  watershed 
lands,  specifically  mountain  biking  and  hiking.  Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds  were 
displayed  with  key  concerns  identified  and  a copy  of  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule 
was  distributed.  David  Blau  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan  and  the 
issues.  Bob  Badaracco  and  Eric  McGuire  from  MMWD  provided  the  following 
information  and  comments. 

Operations 

o MMWD  have  developed  a GIS,  but  do  not  have  the  resources  to  manage  it  in- 
house.  It  is  maintained  by  Tom  Gamen  at  East-West  Forestry  Association. 

The  initial  use  of  the  GIS  is  to  generate  data  for  use  in  the  vegetation/fire 
management  pian,  currently  in  development.  MMWD  recommends  that  SFWD 
dedicate  staff  to  maintain  the  GIS. 

Policy  Issues 

o MMWD  Policy  Statement,  known  as  the  "Mt.  Tam  Watershed  Policy"  was 

adopted  by  the  Marin  Water  Board  in  1978  and  sanctioned  again  months  ago  in 
response  to  mountain  bike  activists’  proposal  to  expand  bike  trails  on  the 
MMWD  watershed  lands  (there  is  language  that  prohibits  development  of  new 
roads  or  trails).  MMWD  acknowledged  that  their  watershed  policy  statement  is 
general  and  straightforward,  but  does  not  provide  guidelines  for  specific  uses 
and  does  not  have  the  "teeth"  to  enforce  specific  activities.  However,  it  does 
provide  flexibility  and  is  adaptable  to  changes  over  time. 
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o MMWD  foresees  potential  problems  with  developing  the  management  policy 
document  concurrently  with  the  plans  and  EIRs.  Changes  in  the  political  winds 
could  impact  policies  that  impact  the  individual  plans  and  program  EIRs. 

o Regarding  the  issue  of  liability,  the  MMWD  is  self-insured.  Although  there  have 
been  several  injuries  as  a result  of  mountain  biking  and  hiking  accidents,  no 
fatalities  have  occurred  on  the  watershed. 


Access  Issues 

o MMWD  stated  that  although  they  used  to  be  in  support  of  opening  access  to 
the  watershed  lands  for  sensitive  public  use,  they  have  since  reversed  their 
thinking  and  now  recommend  limited  and  cautious  access,  if  any.  The  Mt.  Tam 
Watershed  has  50-60  legal  points  of  entry  that  must  be  patrolled. 

Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to  quantify  the  number  of  total  users  of  the 
watershed.  However,  they  estimated  that  one  ranger  per  person  is  required  to 
control  damage  and  that  they  simply  do  not  have  adequate  resources. 

o MMWD  cautioned  SFWD  to  be  aware  of  control  issues  around  existing  uses 
that  are  considered  acceptable  under  grandfather  clause  agreements.  The 
Marin  Water  Board  did  not  consciously  allow  mountain  biking  on  the  watershed, 
it  has  just  occurred  for  so  long,  that  it  is  an  accepted  use  that  must  be 
controlled. 

o MMWD  recommended  that  SFWD  be  conservative  and  innovative  about 

opening  the  watersheds  for  recreational  and  other  land  uses.  One  suggestion 
was  to  require  those  requesting  access  to  take  an  exam  and  pay  a fee  to 
obtain  a permit  so  that  they  are  very  conscious  of  the  contents  and  primary 
goals  of  the  watersheds.  SFWD  already  provides  this  type  of  limited  access, 
where  those  seeking  access  are  screened  and  must  obtain  a permit.  However, 
there  has  been  an  increase  in  permitted  users  on  the  watershed.  They 
cautioned  that  it  is  better  to  open  access  on  a trial  basis  and  monitor  impacts, 
because  once  access  is  allowed,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  disallow  that  use  and 
pressures  for  more  access  will  only  increase. 


Joint  Use  and  Management  Issues 

o Like  the  scenic  and  recreational  easements  administered  by  GGNRA  on  the 
Peninsula  Watershed,  MMWD  acknowledged  that  they,  too,  manage  property 
near  the  top  of  Mount  Tamalpais  that  is  subject  to  a federal  easement 
administered  by  the  FAA. 
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o Regarding  joint  use/management  with  State  parks  and  county  agencies,  the 

MMWD  cautioned  the  SFWD  to  be  aware  of  the  impacts  of  public  perception  in 
relation  to  the  rights  of  ownerships  to  protect  water  supply  and  water  quality 
(e.g.,  MMWD  bartered  with  the  State  Park  and  gave  them  ownership  and 
maintenance  rights  to  a road  and  parking  lot  on  the  Mt.  Tam  Watershed  lands. 
Signs  posted  by  the  State  along  the  road  and  in  the  parking  lot  give  travelers 
the  impression  that  the  area  surrounding  the  road  and  parking  lot  is  a state 
park  and  consequently,  the  public  is  inclined  to  use  the  watershed  for 
recreational  purposes  and  the  MMWD  must  try  to  control  it.  The  State  Parks 
do  not  have  the  budget  or  resources  to  adequately  manage  the  joint  use 
property.  SFWD  may  have  the  same  control  issue  with  EBRPD. 

o The  Bolinas-Fairfax  Road,  a County-owned  road  that  runs  through  the  MMWD 
watershed  experiences  similar  illegal  activities  as  Calaveras  Road  on  the 
Alameda  Creek  Watershed,  including  trespassing,  shootings  and  parties. 
MMWD  stated  that  if  they  owned  and  controlled  the  road,  they  would  close  it 
overnight  to  discourage  these  types  of  activities. 

o MMWD  has  a "watershed  protection  agreement"  with  adjacent  land  users  which 
requires  them  to  be  mindful  of  operations  that  affect  watershed  lands.  These 
agreements  are  enforced  by  the  County. 


Environmental  Issues 

o MMWD  is  more  than  halfway  through  the  process  of  developing  a vegetation 
management  plan.  The  EIR  for  the  plan  is  expected  to  be  completed  late  this 
Fall  or  early  next  year.  MMWD’s  original  intent  for  vegetation  management  was 
to  replicate  a natural  response  to  vegetation  management  by  burning  areas  in  a 
mosaic  pattern  throughout  the  watershed.  However,  the  current  vegetation 
management  study  concludes  that  there  is  not  sufficient  infrastructure  on  the 
watershed  to  sustain  this  method  of  aggressive  burnings,  especially  if  the 
practice  continues  in  the  summer  only.  Also,  there  has  been  political  criticism 
of  previous  burns  conducted  in  the  1980’s  that  did  not  result  in  immediate 
replication  of  species  in  sufficient  numbers.  (Although,  species  are  now 
beginning  to  appear.)  The  current  Vegetation  Management  Plan  developed  as 
a result  of  consultant  studies  recommends  perimeter  burns  and  other  methods 
that  satisfy  the  MMWD  goals  with  consideration  of  three  issues:  liability,  fire 
hazard  reductions  (via  fuel  reduction/breaks)  and  restoration  (reinstitution  of 
natural  species).  It  is  believed  that  fuel  build-up  is  currently  arresting 
biodiversity  development. 
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o Both  the  MMWD  and  SFWD  have  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  California 
Coastal  Biosphere  Reserve  as  a goodwill  gesture  to  protect  nature.  However, 
there  is  hesitancy  on  the  part  of  both  parties  to  participate  in  proposed 
activities. 

o Like  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  MMWD’s  Mt.  Tam  Watershed  is  designated  a 
U.S.  Fish  and  Game  Refuge.  Under  this  designation,  MMWD  is  required  to 
conduct  fish  releases  for  every  proposed  capacity  expansion. 

o Regarding  management  of  threatened  and  endangered  species,  MMWD  has 
constructed  a survey  of  plants  to  use  in  the  baseline  study  for  the  vegetation 
management  plan.  Threatened  and  endangered  species  are  few,  (including  the 
second  largest  population  of  osprey  and  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl)  and  are  not 
considered  a management  issue. 

o Because  pigs  are  a named  game  species,  MMWD  controls  the  pig  population 
through  patrolling  and  hunting.  The  moment  a pig  is  sited,  a hunter  is  hired  to 
hunt  the  pig.  The  meat  is  donated.  GGNRA  began  construction  of  a pig  fence 
which  has  not  been  completed. 


Recreational  Issues 

o Regarding  proposed  development  or  expansion  of  golf  courses  on  the 

watersheds,  MMWD  suggested  that  potential  impacts  to  water  quality  may  be 
unavoidable  due  to  the  necessary  use  of  pesticides  to  maintain  the  grass  and 
drainage  onto  watershed  lands.  The  only  recourse  is  to  identify  alternatives  for 
maintaining  the  courses,  e.g.,  there  is  a golf  course  located  adjacent  to  one  of 
the  MMWD  watersheds  with  whom  they  have  a deed  transfer  that  states  terms 
of  agreement  which  include  monitoring  water  quality.  However,  the  agreement 
does  not  have  the  "teeth"  to  assist  MMWD  in  enforcing  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  (NOTE:  Bob  Badaracco  has  experience  managing  golf  courses.) 

o Regarding  the  Bay  Ridge  Trail,  MMWD  identified  the  "Old  California  Biking  and 
Riding  Trail"  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  requested  for  use  as  part  of  the 
Bay  Ridge  Trail.  MMWD  has  offered  existing  protection  roads  for  multi-use  as 
part  of  the  trail,  but  this  has  been  rejected  by  the  GGNRA. 

o Regarding  fishing  access  on  the  reservoirs,  MMWD  allows  different  kinds  of 
fishing  on  the  different  reservoirs.  On  one  of  their  reservoirs,  warm-water 
fishing  is  permitted.  Many  of  those  enthusiasts  that  fish  on  this  reservoir  come 
from  the  East  Bay.  Consequently,  the  MMWD  is  providing  a recreational  use 
for  non-rate  payers. 
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o One  of  the  prevalent  issues  facing  MMWD  watershed  management  is  a small 
activist  group  of  mountain  bikers  that  are  young,  aggressive  and  powerful,  but 
not  representative  of  all  cyclists.  The  average  response  of  most  cyclists,  when 
asked  how  they  find  the  regulations  restricting  mountain  bike  use,  is  that  they 
think  it  is  fine. 

o Regarding  mountain  biking  trails  and  impacts,  the  MMWD  cited  one  of  the  signs 
of  degradation  as  a result  of  cycling  was  human  waste  found  in  specific  areas. 
To  respond  to  this  problem,  MMWD  would  have  to  assume  the  expense  and 
resources  to  implement  and  maintain  bathrooms  in  the  specific  areas  where  this 
problem  is  recurrent.  There  are  94  miles  of  protected  road,  44  miles  of  which 
are  steep,  winding,  single-track  trails  that  mountain  bikers  seek.  Environmental 
interest  groups  have  convinced  the  Marin  Water  Board  to  restrict  further 
expansion  onto  the  watershed,  except  for  trial  use  of  one,  steep  protection 
road. 

o It  was  recognized  that  technical  studies  and  research  is  needed  to  support  a 

conservative  philosophy  with  regard  to  opening  up  the  watershed.  MMWD  cited 
a paper  that  addresses  the  threat  that  more  aggressive  recreational  activities 
pose  to  natural,  simpler  uses.  The  paper,  "Conflicts  between  off-road 
vehicles.. .and  the  desert"  discusses  the  ISD  theory  of  impairment-suppression- 
displacement  of  traditional  uses.  With  regard  to  the  Mt.  Tam  watershed,  it  is 
speculated  that  mountain  bike  use  may  be  suppressing  hiking. 


Involvement  of  Decision  Makers 

o MMWD  supported  SFWD  efforts  to  involve  the  PUC  in  the  process.  They  noted 
that  the  SFWD  should  learn  the  PUC’s  perspectives  and  issues  with  regard  to 
the  SF  Watersheds  in  order  to  determine  the  most  effective  way  to  involve  them 
in  the  process. 

o MMWD  emphasized  the  importance  of  considering  the  political  climate  during 
the  development  of  the  plan.  They  noted  that  there  was  not  adequate 
sensitivity  or  support  on  the  Marin  Water  Board  for  the  MMWD  to  propose 
development  of  anything  more  comprehensive  than  the  vegetation  management 
plan. 

o MMWD  acknowledged  that  many  of  the  Marin  Water  Board  members  and  even 
some  of  their  own  staff  do  not  recognize  or  appreciate  the  value  of  protecting 
watershed  resources.  Budget  required  to  maintain  the  watershed  in  its  current 
state  is  considered  a financial  burden  by  many.  Many  have  suggested  that  the 
MMWD  sell  some  of  the  watershed  land  to  developers. 
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Other  Issues 


o Regarding  Native  American  interests,  MMWD  stated  that  Mt.  Tamalpais  is 
regarded  as  a mystic  or  spiritual  place,  but  that  no  Native  American  interests 
had  yet  surfaced.  However,  they  anticipate  that  the  release  of  the  final 
vegetation  management  plan  may  elicit  some  response  from  Native  American 
interests. 

o Regarding  accommodations  for  the  disabled,  MMWD  cautioned  that  any  policies 
or  accepted  uses  on  the  watershed  may  be  subject  to  ADA  regulations. 

Although  provision  of  handicapped  access  or  facilities  are  required  within 
reason,  some  examples  of  uses  that  should  be  applied  include  bathroom  areas, 
picnic  areas,  parking  lots,  fishing  ramps  and  nature  trails.  Richard  Skaff  from 
the  City’s  Department  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection  is  in  charge  of 
enforcing  these  codes. 


Public  Involvement 

o As  part  of  the  development  of  the  Vegetation  Management  Plan  the  MMWD 
have  made  several  presentations  to  the  Marin  Water  Board  and  held  several 
public  workshops  to  which  approximately  30  activists  attended. 

o To  reach  the  general  public,  MMWD  is  developing  a public  opinion  telephone 
survey  of  Marin  County  Water  District  residents  from  which  they  plan  to  assess 
public  sentiment.  The  survey  is  constructed  so  that  each  question  is  prefaced 
with  a few  sentences  of  educational  information.  Results  of  this  survey  will  be 
presented  to  both  the  Marin  Water  Board  and  special  interest  groups. 

o MMWD  just  completed  a trend  survey  on  the  watershed.  This  type  of  survey  is 
conducted  regularly  on  the  watershed  to  measure  the  types  of  activities  that 
occur.  The  most  recent  trend  survey  showed  that  mountain  bikers  have 
increased  from  34%  to  44%  of  all  users  surveyed.  The  number  of  mountain 
bikers,  many  of  whom  are  in  their  early  to  mid  20’s,  are  beginning  to  surpass 
hikers  for  which  they  median  age  is  rising.  The  number  one  complaint  of 
watershed  users  was  the  crowds  and  noise.  Equestrian  interests  comprise  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  trend  sample  and  are  not  a problem. 

o MMWD  recognizes  a general  lack  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  public  and 
recognizes  that  the  public  regards  them  as  an  arm  of  the  bureaucratic 
government. 
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o MMWD  said  that  the  Marin  Water  Board  has  often  created  Citizens  Advisory 
Committees  (CACs)  to  help  assess  public  support  and  opposition  regarding 
specific  issues  upon  which  they  base  their  decisions.  MMWD  suggested  that,  if 
possible,  SFWD  should  not  encourage  establishment  of  a CAC.  However,  if 
one  is  created,  they  should  ensure  that  there  is  an  even  mix  of  proponent, 
opponents  and  objective  parties. 

o MMWD  has  also  sponsored  a two-day,  educational  symposium  on  the 
watershed. 

o MMWD  stated  that  environmental  groups  are  responsible  for  gathering  support 
to  convince  the  Marin  Water  Board  to  keep  the  Mt.  Tam  Watershed  closed  to 
further  expansion  of  mountain  bike  trails.  However,  it  is  recognized  by  the 
MMWD  that  the  primary  motivation  for  many  of  the  environmental  activists  is 
the  preservation  of  hiking  trails  vs.  mountain  biking  trails.  Neither  hikers  nor 
bikers  are  motivated  to  preserve  the  watershed  lands  to  ensure  water  quality 
and  water  supply. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Tom  Gamen,  East-West  Forestry  Association  (maintains  MMWD  GIS) 

Leonard  Charles  (primary  consultant  leading  the  MMWD  Vegetation  Management 
planning  effort) 

Carol  Rice  (subconsultant  to  Leonard  Charles  on  the  MMWD  Vegetation  Management 
planning  effort) 

Tom  Nieman  (consultant  managing  the  EIS  phase  of  the  planning  effort) 
part  of  the  MMWD  Vegetation  Management  Plan  development) 

Laurie  Rayburn,  California  Coastal  Biosphere  Reserve  (a  group  with  whom  both  the 
SFWD  and  MMWD  entered  into  an  agreement  as  a gesture  to  protect  nature) 


Documents  Recommended  or  Received 

MMWD  Watershed  Policy  Statement 
SF  Examiner  9/11  Article  re  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail 

Paper  on  "Conflicts  between  off-road  vehicles.. .and  the  desert"  addressing  the  ISD 

(impairment-suppression-displacement)  theory,  based  on  a California  State  field 
poll. 

1991  MMWD  Staff  Report  on  the  Mountain  Bike  issue 
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Marin  Municipal 
Water  District 


BOARD  POLICY 


DatG*  Revised  10/18/78 


Subject:  PROTECTION  of  the  mt.  tamalpais  watershed 


The  Mt.  Tamalpais  Watershed  is  one  of  Marin’s  most  valuable  resources  since 
it  provides  and  protects  the  major  source  of  domestic  water  for  Marin 
Municipal  Water  District  residents.  Besides  this  primary  purpose,  it  is  also 
valued  as  scenic  open  space  and  as  a resource  for  passive  outdoor  recreation 
for  Marin  and  much  of  the  Bay  Area. 

The  closer  we  can  come  to  retaining  a natural  condition  on  these  properties, 
the  more  ideal  the  situation  becomes  from  the  standpoint  of  water  quality  and 
reservoir  sedimentation.  We  realize  that  achieving  this  ideal  situation  is 
not  always  possible.  However,  it  is  our  position  that  control  over  land  uses 
be  in  the  direction  of  retaining  the  lands  in  their  natural  condition  or 
allowing  them  to  return  to  it,  and  that  no  degradation  be  allowed  that  would 
jeopardize  this  resource. 

Purpose  of  this  policy  is  to  assure  maintenance  or  improvement  of  the 
character  of  our  water  supply  which  is  of  vital  concern  to  the  Board  of 
Directors  and  customers  of  Marin  Municipal  Water  District.  This  includes: 

- Quality  of  water 

- Supply  of  water 

- Storage  capacity  of  the  reservoirs 

Of  the  18, 57n  acres  of  Mt.  Tamalpais  Watershed  propertie'  owned  by  the 
District,  13,w70  are  in  the  Lagunitas  Watershed,  1,350  in  the  Phoenix 
Watershed;  and  3,350  are  adjacent  inactive  watershed  and  buffer  properties 
which  serve  both  as  protection  to  the  active  watershed  and  for  their  value  to 
District  residents  as  scenic  open  space  and  recreational  lands. 

Water  storage  and  distribution  facilities  on  the  Mt.  Tamalpais  Watershed 
properties  include  five  storage  reservoirs  (Alpine,  Bon  Tempe,  Kent, 
Lagunitas  and  Phoenix),  miles  of  service  roads  and  transmission  pipeline,  the 
Bon  Tempe  Treatment  Plant  and  other  related  facilities.  Recreation 
facilities  include  several  picnic  areas  and  miles  of  equestrian  and  hiking 
trails. 
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Policy  for  Use  and  Management  of  these  properties  is  to  retain  them  in 
perpetuity  for  watershed,  scenic  open  space  and  limited  recreational 
purposes,  and  to  manage  them  in  a manner  that  will  maintain  and  protect 
their: 


- Stability  as  water-producing  lands; 

- Integrity  as  natural  wildlands  and  as  scenic  open  space;  and, 

- Usability  for  passive  day-time  recreation  activities  that  are  in 
keeping  with  potable  water  production  and  preservation  of  natural 
wildland  characteristics.  Specific  regulations  regarding  compatible 
uses  which  are  allowed  and  incompatible  uses  which  are  prohibited  are 
contained  in  Chapter  9 of  the  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  Code. 

Criteria  for  Use  and  Management  of  these  properties  and  facilities  are  that: 

1.  Lands  and  facilities  will  be  managed  to  protect  the  character  of  the 
water  supply,  restore  the  natural  wildlands  and  wildlife  characteristics, 
and  provide  users  a pleasant  experience. 

2.  Fire  protection  will  be  provided  through  education,  regulation,  patrol, 
firefighting  capability  and  other  preventive  measures  which  are  not 
environmentally  damaging. 

3.  Uses  of  watershed  property  will  be  coordinated  with  adjacent  public  and 
private  landowners  to  assure  protection  of  the  District’s  water  supply 
and  properties. 

4.  Any  new  facilities,  uses  or  leases,  or  improvements  to  existing 

facilities  proposed  for  these  lands  will  be: 

a.  limited  to  essential  public  services  and  shall  not  be  attractions 

in  themselves,  but  incidental  to  the  primary  purpose  of  the  watershed 
or  enjoyment  and  conservation  of  Mt.  Tamalpais  in  its  natural 

condition; 

b.  designed,  constructed  and  maintained  to  assure  conformity  to  this 
"Protection  Policy"; 

c.  reviewed  by  an  appropriate  citizens  group  and  technical  advisors  as 

may  be  appropriate  if  of  a controversial  nature  or  of  significant 

impact  on  District  lands;  and 
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d.  approved  only  if  impacts  on  the  character  of  the  water  supply  and 
natural  environment  are  insignificant  or  can  be  adequately  mitigated. 
Exceptions  will  be  limited  to  water-related  facilities  and  are 
subject  to  environmental  assessment  and  public  hearings  and  will  only 
be  granted  where  the  public  benefit  outweighs  the  anticipated 
encroachment  or  degradation  of  the  area. 

5.  Existing  uses,  leases  and  facilities  will  be  reviewed  periodically  to 
assure  compliance  with  good  watershed  management  practices  and 
preservation  of  natural  wildland  characteristics. 

6.  All  revenues  from  Watershed  Fees  and  Leases  will  be  placed  in  a special 
accumulating  account  which  will  be  non-reverting  to  the  general  fund  and 
which  will  be  used  for  watershed  beneficial  purposes. 

7.  The  District  will  maintain  an  Environmental  Resources  Division  to 
administer  all  sections  of  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  Code  which 
pertain  to  this  policy. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Nature  Conservancy 
Issues  Summary 
October  9,  1 992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Wendie  Duron,  Conservation  Planner,  The  Nature 

Conservancy 

Marlyce  Myers,  Northern  California  Area  Manager,  The 
Nature  Conservancy 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  met  with  staff  of  The  Nature  Conservancy  who  are 
currently  involved  with  the  Peninsula  Watershed  to  identify  the  issues  that  should  be 
considered  for  the  management  planning  effort,  and  to  determine  The  Nature 
Conservancy’s  interest  in  the  Alameda  Watershed.  Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds 
were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified  and  a copy  of  the  preliminary 
workplan/schedule  was  distributed.  David  Blau  gave  an  overview  of  the  team, 
schedule,  workplan,  SFWD  Watershed  Planning  Committee,  SFWD  preliminary  goals 
and  PUC  coordination  activities.  Wendie  Duron  and  Marlyce  Myers  provided 
background  of  The  Nature  Conservancy’s  involvement  with  the  Peninsula  Watershed, 
information  regarding  their  models  and  strategies  in  other  areas  and  comments 
regarding  specific  issues  of  concern  to  The  Nature  Conservancy.  A summary  of  the 
discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 


o The  Nature  Conservancy  is  a not-for-profit  organization  whose  primary  mission 
is  to  identify,  study  and  recommend  management  and  protection  of  areas  where 
natural  diversity  exists  in  terms  of  endangered  plant  and  wildlife  species.  Land 
use  and  land  management  is  approached  in  terms  of  the  compatibility  of 
specific  land  uses  with  the  significant  natural  resources  identified. 
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o Approximately  four  years  ago,  the  Nature  Conservancy  identified  several 

endangered  and  sensitive  plant  species  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  began 
working  cooperatively  with  the  SFWD  to  conduct  surveys.  Because  of  the 
Nature  Conservancy’s  non-profit  status,  SFWD  has  granted  a permit  that  allows 
the  Conservancy  to  conduct  the  studies  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  A 
preliminary  report  based  on  the  Nature  Conservancy’s  surveys  was  submitted 
to  the  SFWD  approximately  two  years  ago. 

o The  Peninsula  Watershed  was  selected  for  study  by  The  Nature  Conservancy 
because  it  was  an  "ensemble  site"  with  diverse,  rare  and  sensitive  species  (like 
Serpentine)  in  a concentrated  area.  The  Alameda  Watershed  does  not  seem  to 
have  a diversity  of  species  because  it  is  far  more  impacted  by  the  businesses 
that  lease  the  land.  Another  theory  is  that  the  species  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed  are  not  as  sensitive  and  can  handle  the  land  use  pressures. 
However,  there  is  a possibility  that  if  activities  like  grazing  are  stopped,  riparian 
and  other  native  grasslands  may  be  restored. 

o The  Nature  Conservancy  is  beginning  to  implement  a new  "landscape  view" 
approach  to  their  studies  of  a specific  region  from  a biosphere  perspective,  in 
terms  of  its  ecological  system. 

o Land  management  is  a primary  goal  for  The  Nature  Conservancy.  The  Nature 
Conservancy  now  manages  lands  where  natural  diversity  exists  in  cooperation 
with  other  agencies  (counties).  This  land  management  approach  is  putting  The 

o The  Conservancy  suggested  that  the  team  contact  area  ecologists  Chuck 
Warner  or  Rich  Ryder  regarding  studies  on  land  management  by  grazing. 

o SFWD  and  The  Nature  Conservancy  discussed  strategies  for  persuing  joint  land 
acquisition  and  ownership  of  lands  desired  by  SFWD  to  enhance  protection  of 
the  Alameda  Watershed.  Specifically  discussed  was  the  possibility  of  SFWD 
and  East  Bay  Regional  Parks  District  jointly  applying  to  the  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  for  Wildlife  Conservation  funds  for  land  acquisition. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  strategies  for  fire  and  vegetation  management 
to  minimize  impacts  on  sensitive  habitats.  The  Nature  Conservancy  pointed  out 
that  fire  management  is  still  used  as  an  effective  tool  for  restoring  perennial 
grasslands.  Marlyce  Myers  will  provide  ESA  with  national  contacts  with  The 
Nature  Conservancy  for  specific  policy  and  strategies. 
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o Regarding  recommended  approaches  to  opening  the  watersheds  to  proposed 
land  uses,  The  Nature  Conservancy  suggested  that  the  baseline  studies  be 
completed.  If  a specific  land  use  is  allowed,  a monitoring  program  should  be 
implemented  that  measures  the  impacts  of  that  use  and  provides  an  opportunity 
for  corrective  action. 

o Some  of  the  species  suggested  for  study  and  consideration  by  The  Nature 

Conservancy  include:  exotics  in  general,  butterflies,  birds,  mammals  (trapping), 
rare  plants,  chaparral  and  riparian  zones. 

o The  California  Native  Plant  Society  was  cited  as  a good  "watchdog"  for  spotting 
new  species  of  plants. 

o To  aid  the  team  in  developing  strategies  for  effective  management  of  the 

watershed  lands  and  the  species  that  inhabit  them,  it  was  suggested  that  the 
team  produce  and  use  vegetative  "habitat"  mapping  (i.e.,  aerial  photos,  satellite 
imagery,  selective  field  work)  to  identify  species  and  habitats.  Once  identified, 
the  species  should  be  ranked  by  sensitivity.  A double  matrix  was  suggested  to 
consider  unknown  species,  as  well. 

o The  Nature  Conservancy  suggested  specific  sources  for  vegetative  maps  in  the 
State,  including  a State  interagency  group  led  by  the  EPA. 

o The  impacts  of  and  control  limits  for  trails  were  discussed. 

Public  Outreach 

o An  observation  made  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  regarding  the  Peninsula 

Watershed  is  that  it  is  centered  in  a highly  urban  area,  surrounded  by  growing 
populations  that  are,  for  the  most  part,  knowledgeable  about  environmental 
issues  and  open  to  any  public  education  efforts  regarding  the  watershed. 

o The  Nature  Conservancy  receives  funding  to  conduct  studies  and  develop 

proposals  through  grant  applications.  Recently  they  have  received  grants  from 
the  Walter  and  Elise  Haas  Foundation,  as  well  as  another  SF  organization. 
These  grants  are  being  applied  to  interpretive  tools,  as  well  as  specific 
interpretive  materials,  e.g.,  an  informational  brochure  for  display  in  a specially- 
designed  kiosk. 
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o Current  interpretive  materials  being  developed  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  for 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  include  the  following: 

• informational  brochure  --  The  Conservancy  is  writing  a brochure  that 
discusses  the  importance  of  the  watershed,  including  sensitive  species 
and  biological  aspects  unique  to  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  (Status:  in 
development,  SFWD  reviewing  drafts) 

• kiosk  --  for  use  as  an  unmanned  display  of  the  brochures  and  other 
relevant  materials  regarding  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  The  Conservancy 
will  approach  San  Mateo  County  about  placing  the  kiosks  at  trailheads 
along  the  watershed.  (Status:  in  conceptual  stage.) 

• slide  show  --  The  Conservancy  plans  to  create  a slide  show  from  their 
own  slide  collection  as  well  as  donations  from  other  groups,  such  as  the 
California  Native  Plant  Society  for  use  in  group  presentations.  (Status: 
in  conceptual  stage.) 

o Specific  issues  that  must  be  addressed  in  terms  of  public  perception  and 
education  include  acceptable  uses  on  watershed  vs.  open  space. 

o Public  outreach  strategies  that  were  recommended  by  The  Nature  Conservancy 
include  the  following: 

• tours  with  docent  and  friends  groups  (e.g.,  Filoli  Estate,  Gypsom) 

• activities  utilizing  volunteers  from  local  groups  (e.g.,  California  Native 
Plant  Society  and  the  Habitat  Restoration  Team) 

o The  Nature  Conservancy  will  send  staff  reports  that  address  volunteer 

management  and  document  effective  strategies  as  well  as  potential  pitfalls  of 
strategies  for  controlling  public  use. 

o The  team  was  urged  to  coordinate  efforts  with  GGNRA,  San  Mateo  County, 

California  Native  Plant  Society  and  Peninsula  Conservation  Center  in  Palo  Alto. 

o Regarding  the  generation  of  support  for  the  watershed  management  plans  from 
the  scientific  and  academic  community,  the  following  contacts  and/or 
organizations  were  suggested: 

• local  chapter  of  Conservation  Biology 

• California  Native  Plant  Society 

• California  Botanical  Society 

• Biodiversity  groups  (Mt.  Diablo,  Santa  Cruz,  Santa  Clara) 

• Cerces  (enymological  group) 

• University  of  California  Natural  Reserve  System 

• campus  groups  at  UC  Berkeley/Davis,  San  Jose  State,  SF  State,  UCSF 

• Sam  McGuiness 
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Recommended  Contacts/Materials: 


Contacts 


Chuck  Warner,  Area  Ecologist,  San  Luis  Obispo  (Central  Coast) 

Rich  Ryder,  Area  Ecologist 
Conservation  Biology  (local  chapter) 

California  Native  Plant  Society 
California  Botanical  Society 

Biodiversity  groups  (Mt.  Diablo,  Santa  Cruz,  Santa  Clara) 

Cerces  (enymological  group) 

University  of  California  Natural  Reserve  System 

campus  groups  at  UC  Berkeley/Davis,  San  Jose  State,  SF  State,  UCSF 

Sam  McGuiness 

Peninsula  Conservation  Center  in  Palo  Alto 


Materials 


Staff  Reports  on  volunteer  programs  as  well  as  public  access  and  control 
List  of  scientific/academic  contacts 

Informational  brochure  on  Peninsula  Watershed  (when  completed) 

Slide  show  on  Peninsula  Watershed  (when  completed) 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trails  Council  (BARTC) 
Issues  Summary 
October  13,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Barbara  Rice,  Executive  Director,  BARTC 

Margaret  Marshall,  South  Bay  Field 
Representative,  BARTC 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  staff  of  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trails  Council  to 
determine  the  extent  and  nature  of  their  interest  in  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
Watershed  lands. 

A preliminary  workplan/schedule  and  reduced  copies  of  the  Alameda  and  Peninsula 
Watershed  issues  maps  and  key  concerns  were  distributed.  Ed  Stewart  and  Joe 
Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary 
goals,  and  the  involvement  of  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee;  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan,  the  schedule  and  the  issues;  Kelly  Stewart 
provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trails  Council  provided  samples  of  pamphlets,  trail  guides  and 
newsletters,  a copies  of  the  BARTC  trail  planning  criteria  and  the  San  Mateo  County 
General  Plan,  maps  of  the  proposed  trails,  as  well  as  a briefing  on  the  history, 
purpose,  the  make-up  and  operations  of  the  Council. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  issues  is  provided  below. 


o The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  was  established  five  years  ago.  It  is 
comprised  of  three  paid  field  representatives  and  nine  committees  of 
volunteers.  The  BARTC  Board  of  Directors  includes  representatives  from 
EBRPD,  Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust,  GGNRA  and  the  cities  of  Santa 
Clara,  San  Mateo  and  Pacifica. 

o BARTC  administers  policy  and  guidelines;  participating  agencies  administer  the 
standards  and  maintenance  for  each  portion.  If  there  are  conflicts  between  to 
cooperating  agencies,  BARTC  acts  as  a facilitator. 
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o Funding  for  BARTC  is  obtained  through  a grant  development  program.  BARTC 
recently  received  a grant  of  $30,000  to  launch  an  interpretive  program. 

o The  goal  of  BARTC  is  to  implement  a continuous,  ridge-line  trail  to  connect  75 
different  public  parks  around  the  Bay  Area.  This  trail  is  intended  to  be  for 
multiple  uses,  specifically  hiking,  biking  and  horseback  riding,  either  using  the 
same  trail  or  on  segregated,  parallel  tracks.  Pets  are  excluded  for  water  quality 
reasons.  By  the  end  of  1992,  150  miles  of  trail  will  be  dedicated  and  signed  by 
all  cooperating  agencies,  including  agencies  and  park  districts. 

o A "gap  initiative"  program  has  recently  been  launched,  which  seeks  to  close  40 
to  60  "gaps"  where  the  proposed  trail  crosses  privately-owned  or  watershed 
land.  Through  this  program,  BARTC  will  seek  to  negotiate  with  these 
individuals  or  agencies  to  increase  access  to  these  lands. 

o BARTC  has  published  a booklet  called  "Landowners  Options." 

o As  part  of  the  Gap  Initiative  program,  BARTC  is  planning  to  sponsor  public 
outreach  workshops.  Approximately  200  BARTC  volunteers  currently 
participate  in  docive  programs.  It  is  one  of  BARTC’s  primary  goals  to 
communicate  and  consider  interpretive  perspectives  (e.g.,  history,  water, 
recreation,  etc.)  SFWD  is  encouraged  to  conduct  a regular  schedule  of 
controlled,  interpretive  hikes  through  the  watersheds,  utilizing  volunteers  from 
several  local  organizations. 

o "Community  connectors"  will  be  designed  by  BARTC  to  tie  people  to  resources. 

o The  field  representatives  have  led  nature  walks  with  the  GGNRA,  the  Sierra 

Club  and  other  organizations. 

o The  Trail  Planning  Criteria  that  is  used  for  the  construction  of  the  proposed  Bay 
Area  Ridge  Trail  is  being  reevaluated  in  1993.  Trail  construction  standards  call 
for  the  trail  to  be  constructed  on  an  existing  trail  and  that  it  has  end-to-end 
connections. 

o Potential  trail  users,  including  mountain  bikers,  hikers  and  equestrians,  have 
been  well-represented  and  involved  in  the  process  to  date.  A specific  issue  of 
concern  to  all  three  is  safety  considerations  associated  with  a multi-use  trail. 
Responsible  use  of  the  trail  is  emphasized  with  all  potential  users. 

o Another  issue  for  which  BARTC  is  seeking  a solution  is  overnight  use  of  the 
trail.  BARTC  staff  is  documenting  all  possible  resources  for  proposed  trail 
users  to  utilize  overnight,  including  existing  campsites,  American  youth  hostels, 
and  inexpensive  lodging  in  communities  surrounding  the  trail. 
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o Adequate  parking  at  trailheads  is  another  issue  of  concern  to  BARTC. 

o One  of  the  goals  of  BARTC  is  to  comply  with  environmental  regulations  and  to 
maintain  a cooperative  relationship  with  the  interested  environmental  groups. 

o In  response  to  SFWD’s  question  regarding  whether  there  are  any  alternatives  to 
the  ridgeline  for  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail,  BARTC  staff  replied  that  previous 
proposed  alternatives  had  been  dropped  because  they  did  not  meet  the  goals 
of  project  and  that  the  currently  proposed  trail  was  the  only  alternative  at  this 
time. 

o Regarding  the  workplan  and  decision-making  process,  BARTC  confirmed  the 
budget  appropriated  by  the  PUC  for  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  and 
EIRs  and  that  the  PUC  will  make  the  final  decisions  regarding  the  aspects  of 
the  management  plans.  BARTC  also  urged  SFWD  to  put  the  management 
planning  effort  for  the  Peninsula  Watershed  on  a fast  track. 

o It  was  noted  that  the  Alameda  Watershed  is  considered  a "Little  Yosemite”  and 
initiated  the  support  for  a Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Linda  Dyson,  San  Mateo  Trails  Committee 
California  Academy  of  Science 
Historical  Society 
Committee  for  Green  Foothills 
Greenbelt  Alliance 

Dr.  Bill  Friedman,  Peninsula  Watershed  land  owner/Sierra  Club  member 
Audubon  Society 

Tom  French,  Executive  Director,  Trail  Center,  Los  Altos 
Jean  Russmore,  author  of  Peninsula  Trails 
Wendy  Regsdale,  Outreach  Coordinator,  BARTC 

Materials  Received 

Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Route  Maps  (Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds) 
Land  Owner  Options  (1992) 

San  Mateo  County  Trails  Plan  & Revisions 
Trail  Planning  Policies/Criteria 

Map  of  Desired  Trail  Routes  Through  the  Peninsula  Watershed  (8/92) 
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Adopted: 

Amended: 


Trail  Planning  Policies 

Tl'ail  Planning  Criteria 

The  Trail  Planning  criteria  found  below  were  developed  to  guide  planning  and  develop- 
ment of  trail  alignments  within  the  Ridge  Trail  corridor,  and  have  been  established  to 
satisfy  project  goals.  Criteria  are  organized  by  project  goals*.  Those  involved  in  Ridge 
Trail  planning  evaluate  proposed  alignments  in  accordance  with  these  criteria.  Trail 
alignments  that  meet  the  following  criteria  in  a manner  that  satisfies  project  goals  are 
recommended  for  designation  as  a component  of  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail.  County  commit- 
tees are  responsible  for  finalizing  trail  designation  recommendations  for  approval  by  the 
Board  of  Directors. 


TVail  Planning  Criteria 

Create  a ridgeline 
trail  corridor  sur- 
rounding San  Fran- 
cisco Bay  that  con- 
nects the  Bay  Area’s 
parks  and  open  space. 

3 The  alignment  is  on  or  just  below  the  principal  ridgeiine 
closest  to  the  bay  with  a bay-view  and  within  a one-hour 
driving  distance  from  major  population  centers  around  the 

Bay. 

3 The  alignment  highlights  natural,  scenic,  cultural,  and 
historic  features. 

"J  The  alignment  incorporates  and  connects  trails  within 
existing  and  proposed  parks  with  links  to  community  trail 
networks  and/or  regional  trail  systems. 

Establish  a multi-use 
trail  corridor  that  is 
accessible  to  Bay  Area 
communities.  • 

□ The  alignment  has  convenient  access  points  (public  transit, 
staging  areas,  connector  trails)  to  all  Bay  Area  citizens, 
regardless  of  socioeconomics. 

. 3 The  alignment  incorporates  compatible  muiti-use  aiong  a 
single  alignment. 

3 The  alignment  has  access  to  trailhead  facilities  including 
trash  disposal,  phone,  water,  restrooms,  and  overnight 
accommodations . 

□ The  alignment  is  off  public  road. 

3 The  alignment  incorporates  parallel  routes  to  support  a 
variety  of  trail  uses,  with  connections  at  both  ends  for 
through  access.  T?"V*' 

Li  The  alignment  follows  trail  standards  for  personal  safety, 
incorporating  multi-use  considerations.  -%(  /-  . 

- 

{Con  ti  page ) 


*A  criterion  may  meet  more  than  one  goal,  in  which  case  it  is  matched  with  the  goal  with  which  mori cLoseiy id* nU / u. d . 
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"T'rail  Planning  Policies 


Trail  Planning  Criteria  (continued) 

Develop  a model 
public-private 
partnership  to 
create  a long  dis- 
tance urban  trail. 

□ The  alignment  has  a managing  entity. 

□ The  alignment  is  accessible  to  the  public  a at  low  cost, 
i.e.,  user  fees  are  minimal. 

□ The  alignment  can  be  developed  and  operated  in  a cost- 
efficient  manner. 

□ The  alignment  is  supported  by  local  citizens  and 
administering  agencies. 

□ The  alignment  is  consistent  with  local  and  regional  planning 
priorities. 

□ Where  private  property  exists,  the  alignment  is  located  along 
property  lines,  if  feasible. 

□ The  alignment  incorporates  a continuous  path  of  travel  for 
users  of  all  abilities  including  hikers,  equestrians  and 
bicyclists. 

Promote  land  stew- 
ardship in  the 
development  and 
use  of  the  trail 
corridor  in  a way 
that  cultivates 
appreciation  and 
protection  of  the 
Bay  Area’s  parks 
and  open  space. 

The  alignment  is  located  in  a manner  that  protects  the 
environment. 

□ The  alignment  can  be  constructed  and  maintained  with  full 
consideration  for  safe  and  sanitary  use,  erosion  control,  water 
quality  protection,  protection  of  fish,  wildlife  and  native  plant 
species,  endangered  species  rehabilitation  and  fire  protection. 

Realize  the  trail 
corridor  and  its 
public  use  as  expe- 
diently as  possible. 

□ The  alignment  is  on  public  land  and/or  easements. 

□ The  alignment  can  be  realized  in  the  short  term  by  1993,  and 
in  the  long  term  by  1998. 

*A  criterion  may  meet  more  than  one  goal,  in  which  case  it  is  matched,  with  the  goal  with  which  it  is  mast  el  os  sly  identified. 
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Trail  Management/Development 
Policies 


Adopted: 

Amended: 


Trail  Construction 

Trail  construction  guidelines  are  shown  in  Table  II  (below).  Actual  standards  will  vary  de- 
pending on  use  and  operation.  The  minimum  guidelines  apply  to  sections  where  topography, 
ecologically  sensitive  areas,  remoteness,  expected  low  usage,  easement  or  other  restrictions 
limit  multi-use.  The  multi-use  guidelines  apply  to  wide  trails  and  service  roads  where  terrain, 
vegetation  and  other  use  limiting  features  are  not  as  restrictive.  Although  generally  designed 
for  little  or  moderate  physical  challenge,  some  multi-use  trails  may  be  physically  challenging  in 
areas  with  difficult  terrain.  Access  restrictions  on  multi-use  trails  for  individual  user  groups 
may  vary  between  jurisdiction. 


! Item 

Multi-use  Guidelines 

Minimum  Guidelines 

Tread  width 

Single  Track 

Service  Road 

Single  Track 

Hand  maintenance 

4 - 5 ft.  minimum 

n/a 

2 ft.  minimum 

Equip,  maintenance 

5 ft.  minimum 

8 - 10  ft.  minimum 

4 ft.  minimum 

Grade 

5%  maximum 

5%  maximum 

maximum  limit  on 

rest  and  turning  areas 

rest  and  turning  areas 

grade  is  erosion 

every  200  ft.  minimum 

every  200  ft.  minimum 

control 

Switchbacks 

minimum 

minimum 

minimum 

Surface 

firm,  all  weather  and 

firm,  all  weather  and 

minimize  erosion 

unobstructed 

unobstructed 

Surface  cross  slope 

2%  maximum 

2%  maximum 

3%  maximum 

Clearing  height 

10  ft.  minimum 

10  ft.  minimum 

9 ft.  -niininaiim 

Clearing  width  on  each 
side  of  trail  tread 

2 ft.  minimum 

2 ft.  minimum  « 

Adopted: 

Amended: 

"rail  Management/Development 
Policies 


Development  and  Management  Responsibility 
Development  (acquisition,  construction)  and  management  of  the  trail  is  imple- 
mented by  local,  regional,  state,  and  federal  agencies  or  other  groups,  such  as 
land  trusts,  with  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  through  which  the  trail  passes. 

Responsibilities  for  trail  construction  and  management  may  be  transferred  to  a 
jurisdiction  or  entity  other  than  the  agency  with  primary  responsibility  for  the 
lands.  Where  easements  over  private  land  are  necessary  they  are  obtained  on  a 
voluntary  basis  and  are  managed  by  an  agency  or  group,  contingent  upon  local, 
state  and  federal  regulations,  administrative  guidelines  and  legal  requirements. 


Trail  Management/Development 
_'olicies 


Adopted:  x ^ j o 

Amended: 


Trail  Maintenance 

In  order  to  assure  a high  quality  experience  for  trail  users  and  to  minimize 
impacts  on  resources  and  facilities  the  agency  responsible  for  trail  adminis- 
tration should  implement  the  following  guidelines: 


□ Segments  should  be  cleared  of  brush,  branches,  and  litter. 

□ Appropriate  erosion  control  devices  should  be  in  place  to 
minimize  environmental  impact  and  maintenance. 

□ Support  facilities  such  as  parking,  toilets,  drinking  water, 
etc.,  where  these  amenities  exist,  should  be  in  working 
order  and  in  a condition  suitable  to  supplying  the  services 
intended. 

□ All  segments  providing  for  disabled  access  should  contain 
facilities  and  trail  standards  adequate  for  this  use  in 
accordance  with  California  State  Title  24  or  the  Uniform 
Federal  Access  Standards,  where  appropriate. 

□ Ridge  trail  logo  signs,  including  trailhead  signs  and  trail 
markers,  should  be  installed  along  the  route  as  identified 
on  a Ridge  Trail  sign  plan  developed  for  the  section. 


□ Connections  along  road  shoulders  and  across  highways 

auuuiu  uc  <aucqualci,y  aigneu  scucLy . 


Each  agency  managing  sections  of  Ridge  Trail  should  have 
plans  to  ensure  public  safety  addressing  potential  rescue 
needs,  first  aid  and  emergency  medical  service,  law 

enforcement  response,  and  protection  of  personal  . 

property. 


BAY  AREA 
RIDGE  TRAIL 
COUNCIL 


MEMO 


31  l California  Street.  Suite  joo 
San  Francisco.  CA  94  i 04  (415)  391-0697 


To:  Edward  H.  Stewart,  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Joseph  P.  Naras,  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Tina  M.  Stott,  EDAW,  Inc. 

From  : Margaret  Marshall,  South  Bay  Field  Representative 
Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

Re:  Joint  meeting  on  October  13,  1992 

Enclosed  are  my  notes  from  our  meeting  on  October  13.  Barbara  Rice  and  I enjoyed  the 
opportunity  to  meet  with  you,  hear  about  the  planning  process,  and  talk  about  common 
issues  related  to  the  location  of  the  Ridge  Trail  through  the  Watershed.  We  look  forward 
to  continuing  to  work  with  you  as  the  planning  process  continues. 

We  would  also  like  to  pursue  with  you  the  necessity  of  conducting  some  informational 
trips  in  the  Watershed  and  would  be  happy  to  assist  with  that  activity. 

Copies  of  these  notes  wili  also  be  sent  to  Linda  Dyson,  Chairman  of  the  San  Mateo  County 
Trails  Committee  and  Doris  Lindfors,  Co-Chair  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Ridge  Trail 
Committee,  so  that  they  can  share  the  information  with  their  committee  members  and 
interested  trail  volunteers. 


Watershed  Meeting  Notes 
October  13,  1992 
1:30  - 3:30  pm 

BAY  AREA 
RIDGE  TRAIL 
COUNCIL 


31  l California  Street.  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  camion  (415)  391-0697 

Presenj: 

Edward  H.  Stewart,  Watershed  Resources  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Barbara  Rice,  Executive  Director,  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 
Joseph  P.  Naras,  Urban  Forester,  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Kelly  Stewart,  Project  Manager/Public  Participation,  Public  Affairs  Management 
Tina  M.  Stott,  EDAW,  Inc. 

Margaret  Marshall,  South  Bay  Field  Representative,  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

An  informal  meeting  was  held  to  discuss  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  plans  for  the 
continuation  of  the  Ridge  Trail  through  the  San  Francisco  Watershed. 

Ed  Stewart  gave  a brief  overview  of  the  planning  process.  There  is  a need  for  comprehensive 
planning  because  of  pressures  from  many  interest  groups.  While  there  are  plans  for  policies 
for  water  management,  there  is  presently  no  written  policy  on  the  management  of  the 
Watershed.  There  is  no  complete  data  base  of  knowledge/documentation  of  Watershed  resources. 
The  plan  needs  to  accomodate  the  responsibilities  of  the  water  department  and  balance  what  the 
public  wants. 

Objectives  of  the  planning  process: 

1 . The  development  of  a comprehensive  management  policy,  keeping  in  mind  the  need  to 
supply  good  quality  water.  A number  of  land  uses  have  already  been  authorized  (ie:  leases 
for  quarries,  nurseries,  aero  space  industry  in  the  Alameda  Watershed).  With  no 
specific  plan,  the  Watersheds  are  subject  to  many  requests,  so  the  PUC  needs  a tool  to 
make  decisions. 

2.  The  development  of  management  plans  for  each  Watershed  ...  there  will  be  two 
separate  plans  for  each  Watershed,  because  the  issues  in  each  are  so  different. 

An  EIR  will  be  completed  for  each  Watershed,  with  lots  of  public  involvement. 

Phases  were  discussed  ...  We're  now  in  Phase  I of  the  work  plan,  making  initial  contacts 
with  the  public  and  agencies  and  identifying  issues,  concerns  and  opportunities. 

Discussion  followed  about  the  desires  of  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  for  a trail  through  the 
San  Francisco  Watershed.  Ridge  Trail  representatives  emphasized  the  importance  for  the 
location  of  the  trail  to  be  along  the  ridge  on  Fifield  and  Cahill  Ridges,  with  connector  trails  to 
include  the  San  Andreas  Trail  extension,  the  Valley  View  extension,  and  the  need  for  equestrian 
access  at  Whiting  Road  and  from  the  Portola  Ridge  gate. 


October  23,  1992  mm 


1 


' 


Questions  asked  bv  Watershed  reps  with  responses  bv  Ridge  Trail: 


Have  vou  solved  the  problem  of  overnight  usage? 

There  are  no  plans  for  overnight  use  as  of  yet,  though  we  anticipate  getting  more  involved  in 
this  aspect  of  trail  planning.  We  will  be  targeting  facilities  in  existing  public  parks/open  space 
districts  and  looking  at  low  cost  lodging/hostel  options. 

What  about  appropriate  parking  at  the  trailhead? 

There  is  always  a need  for  staging  areas  and  parking  areas  to  access  the  trail. 

Do  vou  have  standards  for  trailheads? 

No  standards  have  been  developed  yet  for  trailheads.  Barbara  Rice  gave  copies  of  the  Landowner 
Potions  Handbook  and  existing  policies  on  Trail  Planning,  Management,  Construction  and 
Maintenance. 

Have  vou  considered  anv  alternative  routes? 

No  alternative  routes  have  been  considered,  since  the  only  route  that  meets  our  criteria  for  the 
Ridge  Trail  lies  along  the  uppermost  ridge.  We  would  be  flexible  about  areas  where  there  are 
environmental  issues  to  address. 

Have  vou  considered  the  use  of  wilderness  permits?  The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  has  not 
talked  about  the  use  of  wilderness  permits  as  a requirement  for  access  to  the  Watershed,  but 
other  conservation  groups  in  the  area  have  talked  about  the  possibility  as  a better  way  to  control 
and  monitor  access.  Everyone  agreed  that  some  interpretative  hikes  through  the  Watershed,  to 
provide  education  and  awareness  about  the  valuable  resources  of  the  Watershed,  would  be  useful 
as  the  planning  process  progresses.  Watershed  officials  and  ridge  trail  volunteers  would  be 
willing  to  schedule. and  lead  such  hikes. 

The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  requested  that  efforts  be  made  to  complete  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  plan  sooner  than  the  Alameda  plan,  because  the  issues  are  simpler  to  resolve  and 
should  not  take  as  long  as  the  total  project. 

Handouts: 

From  the  Watershed 

/ Copies  of  the  Work  Plan  and  Schedule 

/ Maps  of  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds,  summarizing  the  key  issues. 

From  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

/ San  Mateo  County  Trails  Plan,  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Management,  Parks  and  Recreation  Division  in  1989,  with  recent  updates  and 
suggested  changes. 

/ Map  showing  existing  trails  and  planned  trails  in  the  Watershed  and  environs. 

/ Trail  Planning/Construction  Criteria  and  Trail  Planning  Management  Policy 
/ Landowner  Options  Handbook 

/ General  information  about  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

Meeting  adjourned  at  3:30  pm  with  willingness  expressed  to  continue  to  meet  and  discuss 
common  issues  when  appropriate  and  necessary. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Filoli  Estate 
Issues  Summary 
October  15,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Anne  Taylor,  Executive  Director,  Filoli 


Ted  Cardoza,  Maintenance  Superintendent,  Filoli 
Lucy  Tolmach,  Maintenance,  Filoli 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  executive  director  of  the  Filoli  Estate,  and  the 
maintenance  staff  who  have  lived  on  the  property  for  more  than  15  years.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  determine  issues  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  San 
Francisco  Watershed  Management  planning  effort. 

A preliminary  workplan/schedule  and  reduced  copies  of  the  Alameda  and  Peninsula 
Watershed  issues  maps  and  key  concerns  were  distributed.  Joe  Naras  gave  an 
overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goals  and 
Planning  Committee  and  an  overview  of  the  workplan;  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of 
the  team,  the  schedule  and  the  issues;  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the 
public  outreach  activities. 

The  staff  of  the  Filoli  Estate  provided  the  Team  with  informational  brochures  regarding 
the  docent  tours  and  other  activities,  as  well  as  a history  of  management  and 
ownerships  of  the  Filoli  estate.  Thirty-nine  acres  of  the  Filoli  Estate  became  part  of 
the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  in  1976;  560  acres  is  managed  by  the  Filoli 
Center.  Members  of  the  Filoli  Center  number  over  900;  "Friends  of  Filoli"  consists  of 
7,500  volunteers. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 


o Filoli  is  adamantly  opposed  to  the  proposed  San  Mateo  golf  course.  Specific 
impacts  to  the  Peninsula  Watershed  that  were  mentioned  by  the  management 
and  maintenance  staff  include  pesticide  use,  management  and  effects, 
inducement  of  growth  and  development  and  water  conservation. 
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o Filoli  recommends  that  other  stakeholders  be  represented  on  the  Watershed 
Planning  Committee  to  dispel  the  perception  that  the  SFWD  is  making 
management  decisions  without  the  input  and  buy-in  of  impacted  parties. 

o Filoli  management  confirmed  that  SFWD  had  granted  a permit  to  the  Nature 
Conservancy  to  conduct  studies  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o Filoli  maintenance  staff  maintains  that  the  Peninsula  Watershed  is  sacred  and 
should  be  preserved.  They  questioned  why  the  SFWD  is  considering  opening 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  to  the  public  when  it  is  protected  by  the  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  recreational  and  scenic  easements,  as  well 
as  the  Fish  and  Game  Refuge  designation.  NOTE:  it  was  confirmed  that  the 
Filoli  estate  is  not  covered  by  the  GGNRA  easements. 

o Filoli  maintenance  staff  voiced  their  opposition  to  a proposed  shooting  range, 
stating  that  the  rock  quarry  currently  being  used  by  police  for  shooting  practice 
echos  disturbingly  throughout  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  He  suggested 
alternative  sites  for  shooting  practice,  including  the  Los  Altos  gun  club  (an 
outdoor  facility)  and  an  indoor  facility  in  South  San  Francisco. 

o Regarding  fire  control,  Filoli  staff  confirmed  that  no  prescribed  bums  had  taken 
place  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed  for  over  a century.  All  of  the  watershed  is  at 
risk.  Maintenance  staff  stated  that  their  main  concern  was  regular  mowing  of 
the  underbrush. 

o Regarding  vegetation  management,  maintenance  staff  stated  that  the  Star 
Thistle  was  the  most  troublesome  exotic  that  has  overgrown  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  and  is  very  difficult  to  control. 

o Security  was  mentioned  as  a key  concern  of  the  Filoli  staff,  particularly  at  the 
south  gate,  where  up  to  40  or  50  cars  gather  and/or  drag  race  on  weekend 
evenings.  Again,  fire  is  the  major  potential  issue  of  concern. 

o Filoli  staff  stated  that  there  was  a problem  with  mountain  bikers  trespassing  on 
the  Filoli  estate  and  watershed  lands. 

o Pest  control  has  become  an  increasing  problem  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed, 
according  to  maintenance  staff.  An  insufficient  population  of  mountain  lions 
have  resulted  in  an  overpopulation  of  deer.  Staff  also  reports  that  there  have 
been  an  increasing  number  releases  made  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  society  of 
skunks,  raccoons,  cats  and  other  animals  on  the  watershed  lands. 

o With  regard  to  proposed  activities,  maintenance  staff  urged  SFWD  to  consider 
long-term  impacts  and  maintenance  of  garbage,  litter,  etc. 
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o Filoli  management  staff  advised  that  if  SFWD  allows  new  utility  lines  to  be 

implemented  in  association  with  new  activities,  that  urbanization  pressures  will 
intensify  for  residential,  resort  and  commercial  developments. 

o Filoli  maintenance  staff  suggested  that  the  prey  source  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  requires  a large  block  of  land  and  that  the  SFWD  should  refrain 
from  breaking  up  the  land. 

o Pesticide  use  and  management  was  named  as  a primary  concern  by  Filoli 

maintenance  staff,  especially  with  regard  to  the  proposed  golf  course.  One  of 
the  maintenance  staff  is  a pest  control  advisor  (PCA)  and  is  also  in  charge  of  a 
retail  nursery  on  the  grounds  of  the  estate.  She  advised  SFWD  to  become 
familiar  with  Department  of  Agriculture  guidelines. 

o Friends  of  Filoli  have  many  volunteers  who  participate  in  a working  docive 
program  to  give  interpretive  tours  of  the  estate.  This  type  of  program  was 
suggested  as  an  effective  way  to  allow  the  public  on  the  watershed  in  a 
controlled  and  educational  environment. 

Recommended  Contacts 

• Planning  a nd  Conservation  League  (lobby  group  in  Sacramento  comprised  of 
representatives  from  the  California  Native  Plant  Society,  Sierra  Club,  etc.) 

• Friends  of  the  River 

• Department  of  Water  Resources 

• Ed  Fonseca  (former  SFWD  Watershed  manager) 

• Chuck  Baldemore  (former  watershed  keeper) 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  California  Native  Plant  Society  (CNPS), 
Sierra  Club  and  Audubon  Society 
Issues  Summary 
October  19,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Toni  Corelli,  CNPS/San  Mateo  County  Chapter 

Zoe  Chandik,  CNPS/Santa  Clara  Valley  Chapter 
Sue  Smith,  CNPS/San  Francisco  Chapter 
Jake  Sigg,  CNPS/Yerba  Buena  Chapter 
Carol  Obotow,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
Bill  Freeman,  Sierra  Club 
R.  Batha,  Sierra  Club 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Kathy  Cuneo,  ESA 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW,  ESA  and  PAM  met  with  representatives  from  local  chapters  of  the 
California  Native  Plant  Society,  the  Sierra  Club  and  the  Audubon  Society  to  determine 
the  issues  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  management  planning  effort  primarily  for 
the  Peninsula  Watershed,  as  well  as  the  Alameda  Watershed. 

Issues  maps  of  each  watershed  with  key  concerns  identified  were  displayed,  as  well 
as  a large  version  of  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule.  Reduced  versions  of  all  the 
displays  were  distributed  to  the  group.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and 
purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goals,  and  the  involvement  of  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee:  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the 
workplan,  the  schedule  and  the  issues:  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the 
public  outreach  activities. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  issues  is  provided  below. 

o Five  years  ago,  the  California  Native  Plant  Society  received  a permit  from 
SFWD  to  conduct  studies  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  for  the  purpose  of 
documenting  rare  and  endangered  habitats  and  plant  communities.  According 
to  the  CNPS  there  exists  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  a unique  diversity  of 
rare  plants,  including  Serpentine.  The  survey  areas  they  have  covered  are  very 
accessible.  However,  CNPS  feels  that  there  are  areas  that  have  been 
neglected  of  riparian  near  the  creek  drainage,  as  well  as  the  marshy  areas 
around  the  lakes. 
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o According  to  all  represented  CNPS  chapters,  as  well  as  the  Audubon  Society, 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  is  unique,  pristine  and  representative  of  habitat  that 
existed  throughout  California  years  ago.  The  biological  integrity  of  the 
Watershed  should  be  allowed  to  function  as  a unit.  The  health  of  the 
watershed  is  indicative  of  the  health  of  the  ecosystem.  The  ecosystem  should 
be  preserved.  Any  recreational  activities,  if  allowed,  will  destroy  that  habitat. 

o As  a fallback  plan,  both  CNPS  and  the  Audubon  Society  support  limited  nature 
trails  under  the  supervision  of  a controlled  docent  program.  The  main  concern 
with  trails  is  that  they  use  natural  fragmentations  like  fire  roads,  rather  than 
creating  further  fragmentation. 

o CNPS  noted  that  the  San  Mateo  Trails  Committee  has  proposed  trails  through 
Serpentine  grasses  and  this  should  be  avoided.  Currently  there  is  an  MOU  on 
existing  SMTC  trails  under  permit. 

o Maintenance  implications,  specifically  the  monetary  costs,  of  opening  the 

watersheds  to  recreational  use  should  be  considered,  according  to  CNPS  staff. 

o There  are  butterfly  species  that  should  be  considered  in  the  studies,  according 
to  CNPS. 

o CNPS  staff  recommends  that  the  Team  research  and  consider  how  the  Mid- 
Peninsula  Open  Space  Parks  are  managed  as  a reference  for  developing  the 
SF  Watershed  Management  Plans. 

o The  watershed  is  one  of  the  last  places  that  has  Serpentine  grass  and  it  should 
be  preserved  at  all  costs. 

o CNPS  staff  stated  that  exotic  vegetation  must  be  removed  and  replaced  with 
natural  species.  The  Yellow  Star  Thistle  and  the  Fountain  Thistle  are  exotics 
that  is  overgrown  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  The  exotics  are  expensive  to 
remove,  therefore,  plantings  should  be  suspended. 

o Caltrans  projects  on  adjacent  roads,  such  as  the  Highway  92  Reconstruction 
Improvements  Project,  are  impacting  the  Peninsula  Watershed  habitat  by 
facilitating  the  spread  of  exotic  plant  species  and  other  inappropriate  vegetation 
into  the  watershed  lands.  This  is  due,  in  part,  to  the  management  of  Caltrans’ 
"Adopt-A-Highway"  program  which  has  allowed  unscientific  plantings,  a practice 
that  contradicts  Caltrans’  own  environmental  policies.  Also,  use  of  bicycles, 
cars  and  people  on  trails  and  highways  adjacent  to  the  watershed  impact  the 
edges  over  time.  Jake  Sigg  of  the  CNPS’  Yerba  Buena  chapter  is  the  chair  of 
a statewide  committee  to  work  with  Caltrans  to  get  rid  of  exotics. 
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o The  Peninsula  Watershed  is  considered  by  CNPS  staff  to  be  a natural 

laboratory.  There  is  potential  for  academic  research  as  part  of  an  interpretive 
effort  to  educate  the  public  on  the  potential  impacts  of  proposed  uses. 

o Regarding  the  Alameda  Watershed,  CNPS  staff  who  have  conducted  surveys  of 
the  lands  consider  it  to  be  impacted,  as  compared  to  the  pristine  Peninsula 
Watershed.  Specifically,  the  open  grasslands  have  been  overgrazed. 

o Dr.  Bill  Freedman,  representing  the  Sierra  Club,  has  gained  access  to  the 

Peninsula  Watershed  over  the  last  30  years  by  leading  trail  hikes  on  behalf  of 
the  Friends  of  Filoli  docent  program,  the  Phleger  docent  program,  the  Sierra 
Club  and  the  mushroom  society,  among  others.  Dr.  Freedman  proposes  that 
controlled  access  through  docent  programs  is  the  only  way  to  demystify  the 
watershed  that  has  been  so  hard  to  gain  access  to  up  to  this  point.  By  making 
controlled  access  a little  easier  to  come  by,  the  public  pressures  to  get  on  the 
watershed  may  be  reduced. 

o Dr.  Freedman  of  the  Sierra  Club  stated  that  SFWD  must  consider  the  auditory 
corridor  and  the  impacts  of  the  current  use  of  the  quarry  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  as  a shooting  ranges.  Shots  can  be  heard  in  Belmont,  San  Carlos, 
Burlingame  and  Hillsborough. 

o An  "olfactory  corridor,"  or  smells  resulting  from  automobiles  on  1-280,  was  cited 
as  an  issue  to  be  addressed  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  plans. 

o It  was  noted  that  the  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course  currently  gets  is  water  free. 
This  would  not  be  the  case  for  a new  golf  course,  which  would  impact  greens 
fees. 

o Funding  should  be  obtained  and  applied  to  fixing  existing  problems,  rather  than 
to  accommodate  new  uses  that  will  have  to  be  mitigated. 

o Regarding  fire  management,  there  was  discussion  regarding  the  succession  of 
plant  species  and  whether  or  not  the  succession  is  a result  of  prescribed  bums. 

o The  CNPS  asked  about  the  status  of  the  Coastside  County  Water  Pipeline 
Project  and  its  potential  impacts  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o Meteorology  must  be  considered  in  the  development  of  the  watershed  plans. 
Natives  must  be  replanted  only  when  nature  is  ready  to  sustain  them. 

o Regarding  public  outreach,  it  was  suggested  that  at  least  one  of  the  workshops 
be  located  on  the  Peninsula. 
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Recommended  Contacts 


Gary  Bush,  Landscaping,  Caltrans 

David  Bingham,  CNPS/East  Bay  Chapter 

Brad  Olson,  CNPS/East  Bay  Chapter 

David  Shraum,  Stanford  Project  (on  effect  of  drought  on  trees) 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

• 1970  Plans  Showing  Peninsula  Watershed  Access  Alternatives  (by  EDAW, 
courtesy  of  Freedman) 

• April  1992  Letter  from  Dr.  Freedman  to  John  Mullane  regarding  limited  access 
on  Peninsula  Watershed 
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WILLIAM  B.  AND  LOUISE  J.  FREEDMAN 
40  TERRIER  PLACE 
HILLSBOROUGH  CA.  94010 


4-18-92 


John  P.  Mullane.  Jr..  General  Manager 
San  Francisco  Water  Dept. 

425  Mason  St. 

San  Francisco  Ca.  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Mullane. 

Thank  you  for  the  informative  overview  of  how  the  Water  Department 
operates  which  you  presented  at  the  Sierra  Club  meeting  on  April  1st.  I 
am  the  person  who  spoke  to  you  on  the  elevator  introducing  the  potential 
of  developing  a hiking  program  to  acquaint  the  public  with  the  fact  that 
the  watershed  lands  are  truly  open  to  the  public.  I must  apologize  for  the 
delay  in  sharing  my  vision  with  you.  Soon  after  that  meeting  a Macintosh 
LCII  with  a new  printer  came  into  my  life  and  it  has  taken  me  this  long  to 
get  on  line  again. 

The  newspapers,  some  politicians,  and  many  people  periodically  attack 
the  Water  Department  because  the  S.F.  Watershed  lands  are  not  freely 
open  to  the  public.  They  are  not  aware  of  the  sour  events  which  took  place 
when  Mr.  O'Marie  and  other  managers  attempted  to  allow  various  groups 
to  use  the  trails  more  widely  than  at  present.  I was  introduced  to  the 
region  in  1953  by  several  rangers  who  were  my  medical  patients  at  that 
time  and  I am  aware  of  how  the  lands  were  misused.  Since  then,  I have 
supported  the  policy  of  controlled  access  whenever  the  issue  of  free  use 
has  been  raised.  Recent  demands  for  an  open  watershed  have  stimulated 
discussions  among  those  who  have  had  a continued  interest  in  open  space 
in  our  community  and  wish  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  watershed. 

We  feel  it  is  possible  to  develop  a program  which  will  not  only  answer 
criticisms,  but  could  provide  a positive  educational  contribution  to 
community  understanding  of  watershed  history,  its  politics,  the  way  water 
is  managed,  the  natural  life  of  the  area  and  whatever  future  plans  the 
water  department  is  contemplating.  We  live  in  an  area  where  there  are 
many  out-of-doors  people  already  trained  as  docents  or  hike  leaders: 
Sierra  Club  members.  Peninsula  Conservation  Center  docents,  those  from 
Coyote  Point,  Filoli  Nature  Center.  Duveneck  Ranch,  to  name  a few.  It  is 
possible  that  many  of  these  responsible  volunteers  would  enjoy  leading 
groups  through  the  watershed.  New  leaders  will,  of  course,  be  trained. 
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Public  interest  in  the  watershed  is  in  part  due  to  its  isolation,  which  has 
created  a mystique  of  its  own.  I am  certain  that  many  of  the  people  who 
have  not  accepted  the  wilderness  ethic  will  wonder,  after  touring  the  land, 

what  the  fuss  was  all  about.  Demand  might  fall  off  some.  But  at  a recent 

meeting,  Steve  Prokov.  one  of  the  GGNRA  rangers,  announced  that  up  to  a 
hundred  people  have  signed  up  to  go  on  watershed  walks  offered  by  the 
GGNRA.  Such  is  the  public  s enthusiasm  at  this  time.  An  ongoing  program 

organized  and  run  by  the  Water  Department  would  satisfy  this  craving. 

There  is  one  serious  drawback  to  the  proposal.  Most  loop  hikes  cover 
ten  or  more  miles,  unless  the  group  turns  back  and  retraces  its  steps, 
which  does  not  make  for  a satisfying  experience.  There  is  an  abandoned 
service  trail  along  a pipeline  which  we  used  for  Sierra  Club  hikes  during 
Mr.  Rosen's  management  which  creates  a shorter  hike  either  from  5 Points 
or  from  the  quarry.  Permitting  automobile  trail  heads  from  within  the 
watershed  would  also  permit  shorter  walks.  I would  be  happy  to  review 
such  routes  with  John  O'Shea  or  whomever  you  might  select  at  an 
agreeable  time,  if  you  are  interested  in  pursuing  this  concept. 

After  many  years  of  entering  and  studying  the  trails  (always  under  the 
auspices  of  a responsible  organization)  many  ideas  have  occured  to  me  in 
which  hike  programs  could  be  elaborated  without  significantly  increasing 
environmental  impact.  If  you  wish  to  explore  this  further,  consider  me  at 
your  service. 

Sincerely, 


Phone:  344-7774 


ADDITIONAL  BROAD  CONCEPTS  ABOUT  WATERSHED  ACCESS: 


5-19-92 


The  purposes  of  a program  include  responding  to  past  and  current 
demands  to  admit  people  into  the  watershed,  improving  public  relations 
for  the  S.F.  Water  Dept.,  providing  environmental  awareness,  teaching 
natural  science,  etc.. 

Controlled  access  to  remain  the  basic  policy.  All  groups  to  have 
responsible  leaders.  Possible  development  of  a Friends  of  the  S.F. 
Watershed  type  organization.  Voluntary  leadership  is  probable.  Many 
local  hike  leaders  would  be  happy  to  lead  such  trips.  Leaders  to  be 

provided  with  communication  devices  for  emergencies. 

The  Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  District,  the  Sierra  Club,  and  other  groups 
will  be  happy  to  provide  advice  and  expertise  for  the  creation  of  a suitable 
program. 

Suggest  some  trips  take  place  internally,  allowing  pooled  caravans  or  with 
transportation  provided  in  vans  or  buses.  Gates  open  only  for  admit  and 
exit  from  trail  head. 

Trip  numbers  limited.  By  reservation  only.  Leader  training  to  include: 
history  of  watershed,  flora  and  fauna,  ecology,  current  politics,  water 
management  and  possibly  introducing  future  planning  being  considered  by 
the  water  department.  More  than  one  group  might  be  allowed  in  a given 
day,  scheduled  in  different  areas  within  the  gates. 

Consider  multiple  uses.  Perhaps  varied  from  day  to  day.  Monday,  for 
joggers,  Tuesday  for  bicyclists,  etc..  Action  groups  such  as: 

1.  Hikers 

2.  Bicyclists 

3.  Whole  access  people 

4.  Joggers 

5.  Specific  natural  science  groups:  Native  Plant  Society,  ornithology, 
mammalogy,  mycology,  geology,  entomology,  etc.. 

1.  Hikes  of  varying  degrees  of  difficulty  could  be  offered.  3-5-10  miles. 
Hills  or  flat.  Shuttle  trips  could  be  offered,  leaving  autos  at  terminal  end 
and  shuttling  bodies  with  vans  or  buses  to  the  trail-head. 


2.  Bicycles  could  be  scheduled  for  different  sections  of  the  roads  on  the 
same  day.  with  planned  traffic  control. 


3.  Wheelchairs  could  be  accomodated  if  vehicles  were  allowed  to  enter  the 
area  in  caravan  to  bring  them  to  suitable  flat  areas  in  the  interior  of  the 
watershed. 

4.  Jogging  for  different  distances  and  strenousness  could  be  allowed. 

Opening  loop  trails  to  shorten  the  distance  and  improve  the  interest  for 
hikers  is  a controversial  point.  Some  environmentalists  are  rabid  about 
this.  But  there  are  abandoned  trails  which  could  be  easily  opened.  For 
instance,  when  Mr.  Rosen  was  in  charge,  he  allowed  the  old  pipe 
maintenance  trail  from  mid-Cahill  Ridge  to  Pilarcitos  Creek  to  be  reopened. 
This  allows  for  a loop  for  trails  starting  from  the  quarry  or  from  5-Points 
which  shortens  the  present  hike  route.  There  may  be  others.  I'm  not 
promoting  massive  impact. 

More  involved  might  be  obtaining  permission  from  the  owner  of  the  land 
south  of  Cahill  Gate  to  allow  a loop  down  the  hill  below  the  radar  station  to 
Pilarcitos  Creek  and  back  to  Stone  Dam  and  5 Points,  or  up  the  Pipeline 
route  to  Cahill  Ridge  and  return  to  quarry. 

Respectfully  submitted  for  consideration. 


Wm.  B.  Freedman.  M.D. 


■ 


San  Francisco  Waiersnec  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Santa  Clara  VaJiey  Water  District  SCVWC 
issues  Summary 
October  20.  1 992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Frank  Martski.  Senior  Civil  Engineer.  Surface  Water 

Protection  Division,  SCVWD 
Pamela  John,  Assistant  Civil  Engineer  II.  Surface  Water 
Protection  Drv  sion.  SCVWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Fred  Eupnrat,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart.  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  staff  of  the  Santa  Cisra  Valley  Water  District's 
Surface  Water  Protection  Division  to  ieam  about  the  SCVWDs  operations  ana  current 
management  plans  for  its  own  watershed  lands. 

A preliminary  workplan/schedule  ana  reouceo  copies  of  the  Aiameda  and  Peninsuia 
Watershea  issues  maos  and  key  concerns  were  distributee.  Joe  Naras  gave  an 
overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goais.  the 
involvement  of  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  and  the  SFWD's  oians  to  conduct 
a Sanitary  Water  Survey;  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  scneauie  anc 
workpian;  Kelly  Stewart  provioec  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

Frank  Maitski  of  the  SCVWD  prov  eed  a fact  sheet  map  of  the  SCVWD  c Derations. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  soecific  comments  is  crowded  beiew. 

o SCVWD  currently  imoorts  water  from  the  State  and  from  the  Delta  througn  the 
Central  Valley  Water  Project.  SCVWD  is  inveivee  in  the  Bay  Derta  heanngs 
regarding  the  Braa.ey  Milier  Bill  that  proposes  to  transfer  water  a.  ccations  from 
farmers  and  other  procurers  to  environmental  agencies  for  use  in  re  eases  to 
restore  fishenes.  It  was  mentioned  that,  as  a result  of  tne  drought.  SFWD  a so 
imports  Delta  water  into  its  South  Bay  Aqueduct  system. 

o Although  SCVWD  considers  themselves  a competitor  of  SFWD.  they  oo  receive 
supply  of  water  from  SFWD.  a practice  that  may  end  in  1993. 
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o Operating  in  a Flood  Control  Management  District,  SCVWD  is  charged  with 

rebuilding  reservoirs  and  recharging  groundwater.  Currently,  most  of  the  water 
is  dedicated  to  its  recharge  efforts,  while  some  is  diverted  for  treatment.  All 
water  collected  in  the  ground;  no  water  is  carried  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay. 

o SCVWD  maintains  water  quality  through  water  treatment  according  to  the 
regulations  imposed  by  the  Safe  Water  Treatment  Act.  Traditional  treatment 
conducted  by  the  SCVWD  includes  filtration  and  disinfection,  but  no  reduction  of 
salinium.  Water  treatment  plant  expansions  are  planned. 

o SCVWD  has  recently  amended  its  "Emergency  Reservoir  Operations  Plan," 
working  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Health  Services.  In  the  plan, 
reservoir  water  is  used  only  when  its  quality  exceeds  that  of  water  imported 
from  the  Delta.  Also  under  this  amended  plan,  the  definition  of  "emergency" 
has  been  expanded  to  allow  a flexibility  of  use.  Although  traditional  uses,  such 
as  water  skiing,  jet  skiing  and  windsurfing  are  allowed,  swimming  or  "body 
contact  recreation"  is  banned  under  this  plan. 

o SCVWD  maintains  that  preserving  water  quality  is  not  a good  argument  against 
recreational  uses  on  the  reservoirs.  SCVWD  says  that  contaminants  for 
activities  such  as  motor  boating  are  only  surface  sentiments  that  are  easily 
removed  through  water  treatment.  Dr.  Cooper  of  Berkeley  was  referred  by 
SCVWD  as  a supporter  of  this  theory. 

o SCVWD  has  been  coordinating  with  Santa  Clara  County  in  its  current  efforts  to 
amend  its  General  Plan.  As  part  of  the  plan,  the  County  proposes  to  define  a 
watershed  zone  for  which  the  Surface  Water  Protection  Division  would  be 
responsible  for  managing.  However,  this  planning  effort  is  currently  considered 
ancillary  to  management  of  current  water  treatment  operations.  SCVWD 
requested  a copy  of  the  original  proposal  and  scope  for  the  SFWD  Watershed 
Management  Plans  and  EIRs.  SFWD  also  suggested  that  SCVWD  join  the 
Watershed  Management  Council. 

o SCVWD  is  involved  in  the  Santa  Clara  County  Parks  Expansion  Master  Plan  to 
ensure  that  a balance  is  maintained  between  proposed  recreational  activities 
and  their  potential  impacts  on  water  quality.  SCVWD  suggested  that  the  Team 
communicate  with  Alan  La  Fleur,  Planning  Director  of  the  Santa  Clara  County 
Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

o Pasture  management  was  mentioned  as  a key  concern  of  the  SCVWD.  Like 
SFWD,  the  SCVWD  has  concerns  regarding  impacts  of  cattle  grazing,  horse 
ranches  or  other  proposed  equestrian  activities  near  any  of  the  reservoirs. 
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o Activities  proposed  in  County  Parks  Expansion  Plan  may  result  in  more  than 

10,000  people  utilizing  park  lands  adjacent  to  SCVWD  reservoirs.  SCVWD  has 
concerns  regarding  proposed  plans  for  sewer  treatment  to  accommodate  the 
expected  population. 

o SCVWD  is  also  concerned  about  potential  development  on  vacant  property 
surround  four  of  the  SCVWD  reservoirs:  Coyote,  Anderson,  Calero  and 
Almaden. 

o SCVWD  is  concerned  about  potential  resort  development  impacts  of  a 

proposed  golf  course  near  Anderson  Reservoir  which  is  supported  by  Santa 
Clara  County  Parks  District. 

o Although  there  have  been  some  issues  identified  between  mountain  biker  and 
equestrian  interests  on  the  lands  surrounding  SCVWD  operations,  they  are  not 
of  a magnitude  that  concerns  SCVWD. 

o SCVWD  has  conducted  a sanitary  survey  to  comply  with  the  federal  Clean 
Water  Act.  The  survey  uncovered  two  communities  with  substandard  septic 
systems,  each  of  which  will  require  individual,  in-depth  surveys.  Other  activities 
discovered  that  require  further  study  include  horse  ranches,  cattle  grazing, 
flooding  easements,  source  water  monitoring  and  the  revised  Emergency 
Reservoir  Operations  Plan. 

o For  its  non-point  source  program,  SCVWD  proposes  to  coordinate  its  efforts 
with  SFWD  to  address  watershed  resource  protection. 

o Regarding  known  threatened  and  endangered  species,  the  SCVWD  is  aware  of 
a species  of  frog  and  coyote  that  are  listed. 

o SCVWD  relies  on  adjacent  land  owners  to  conduct  fire  management  practices. 

o Regarding  flood  control  management  practices,  the  trend  over  the  last  20  years 
has  moved  away  from  using  concrete  trails  to  using  natural  trails. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board’s 
most  current  standards  for  wastewater  treatment  plants.  Specifically,  the 
RWQCB’s  most  recent  decision  to  lower  allowable  threshold  levels  of 
byproducts  of  copper  sulphate  treatment  used  to  control  algae  in  the  reservoirs. 
According  to  the  SCVWD,  this  new  standard  will  make  it  impossible  to  use  this 
method  of  treatment  and  leaves  few  options  to  control  algae.  There  are  some 
environmental  groups  who  support  the  RWQCB  in  this  effort  to  preserve  rare 
and  endangered  species  of  algae. 
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o Does  the  political  pressures  leading  to  this  planning  effort  indicate  that  SFWD 
will  be  allowing  more  land  uses?  Management  plans  will  identify  zones  for 
acceptable  uses. 

o SCVWD  has  been  in  existence  for  four  years  and  answers  to  a Board  which  is 
largely  pro-development  and  is  comprised  of  members  who  have  served  for 
more  than  30  years.  The  traditional  approach  for  maintaining  water  quality  is 
through  water  treatment. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  public  and  agency  perception  of  the  SFWD, 
Hetch-Hetchy  water  purity  and  the  protection  of  Hetch-Hetchy  water  resources, 
supply  and  quality.  Among  competing  water  purveyors,  like  SCVWD,  it  is 
known  that  there  are  levels  of  lead  and  copper  in  Hetchy  water,  making  it  not 
above  treatment. 

o SCVWD  advised  that  the  different  groups  interested  in  the  watershed  may 
require  different  approaches,  and  confirmed  that  the  newsletter-workshop- 
targeted  meeting  combination  would  be  effective. 

o SCVWD  suggested  that  if  SFWD  decides  to  continue  to  restrict  recreational 
access  to  the  reservoirs  as  a result  of  this  planning  effort,  there  will  be  regional 
impacts  in  terms  of  increased  demand  of  surrounding  reservoirs.  SFWD  was 
advised  to  research  the  recreational  activities  allowed  on  reservoirs  around  the 
region  and  the  State  to  use  for  comparison  purposes. 

o SCVWD  suggested  that  SFWD  contact  Bernie  Goldner,  a manager  of  CEQA 
regulations  for  the  Surface  Water  Protection  Division  of  the  SCVWD. 

o SCVWD  commended  SFWD  for  facing  the  watershed  management  challenge 
head  on  and  for  planning  for  the  long-term. 
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PURPOSE 


The  Santa  Ciara  Valley  Wafer  District  is  a Dublic 
agency  originally  organizea  tor  local  water  manage- 
ment in  1 929  and  esrabiisnea  ov  tne  California 
Legislature  in  1951  to  orovide  riood  crotection  ana 
wafer  suddiv  to  Santa  Clara  County’s  resiaents.  in 
fulfilling  its  mission  to  ccncuct  c souna  water  man- 
agement program,  the  cistnct  has  piannea  cna 
constructed  water  conveyance,  treatment,  and 
distribution  water  facilities  neeaed  to  serve  tne 
county's  1 .5  million  peooie. 

To  continue  to  provide  a reliable,  nign  auaiitv  suDpiy 
to  Santa  Clara  County,  the  district  is  emDarKing  upon 
a revised  water  management  plan  to  meet  the  needs 
of  its  service  area  well  into  the  2 1 st  century.  This 
brochure  discusses  the  issues  the  revised  plan  will 
address  and  describes  some  of  the  programs  that 
may  be  carried  forward  as  the  plan  is  implemented. 

For  more  information  about  the  plan,  interested 
citizens  are  urged  to  contact  the  district's  Water 
Supply  Department.  Telepnone:  408/265-2600. 


DISTRICT  FACTS 

•1.5  million  people 

• 1 330  square  mile  service  area 

• Total  water  use  in  1 987 

400,000  acre-feet 

• 3 imported  sources  of  supply 

State  Water  Protect  - South  Bov  Aoueouct 
Central  Valley  Project  - Son  Fei'se  Division 
City  of  San  Francisco  - Hetch-H~‘chy  Aoucdud 

• Groundwater  Basin  supplies 

2 1 6. 000  acre-feel  in  1 987 

• 1 0 local  storage  reservoirs 

1 69.000  acre-feet  of  storage 

• 18  groundwater  recharge  facilities  with  capacity  of 

1 58.000  acre-feet  per  year 

• 54  miles  of  raw  water  pipelines 

• 3 water  treatment  plants 

• 30  miles  of  treated  water  pipelines 


Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  Conveyance,  Treatment  and  Distribution  System. 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Sunol  Citizens  Organized  Regarding  Environment  (SCORE) 
and  Preserve  Area  Ridgelands  Committee  (PARC) 

Issues  Summary 
October  21,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Virginia  McCulloch,  SCORE 

Pat  Stillman,  SCORE 
David  Glenn,  Board  Member,  PARC 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  representatives  of  SCORE  and  PARC  to  determine 
community  issues  regarding  management  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  that  should  be 
addressed  in  the  planning  effort. 

Issue  maps  were  displayed  of  both  watersheds  with  key  concerns  indicated.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps,  as  well  as  a preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed 
to  the  group.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the 
SFWD  preliminary  goals  and  the  involvement  of  the  PUC  and  Watershed  Planning 
Committee;  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan/schedule  and  the 
issues;  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

The  representatives  of  SCORE  presented  various  studies  and  reports  regarding  the 
Alameda  Watershed  or  adjacent  lands,  as  well  as  SFWD  leasing  contracts  with  the 
quarries,  copy  of  a flyer  distributed  by  the  SFWD  regarding  the  presence  of 
particulates  in  the  water. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 


o SCORE  requested  a precise  account  of  how  the  SF  Watershed  Management 
Planning  effort  was  funded,  how  the  project  was  bid  and  who  selected  the 
current  consultant  team.  In  response,  SFWD  stated  that  $1  million  has  been 
approved  for  the  3-1/2  year  project  by  the  PUC.  $300,000  of  funds  have  been 
appropriated  for  this  first  phase.  The  source  of  funding  is  bonds  or  water  rates. 
A selection  committee  comprised  of  the  PUC,  EBMUD,  San  Mateo  and 
Alameda  Counties,  EBRPD,  San  Mateo  County  Parks  and  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  among  others,  was  responsible  for  selecting  the  Consultant 
Team.  SCORE  mentioned  that  Zone  7 should  be  consulted. 
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o PARC  requested  an  organizational  chart  showing  how  the  PUC,  SFWD  and  the 
various  consultants  relate  to  each  other  in  the  planning  effort. 

o SCORE  asked  if  federal  funds  were  used  in  the  original  purchase  of  the 

Alameda  Watershed  lands.  SFWD  responded  that  only  non-federal  funds  were 
used. 

o Regarding  the  SFWD  primary  and  secondary  goals,  PARC  asked  if  revenue 
generation  was  the  motivation  for  the  planning  effort.  SFWD  responded  that 
revenue  production  was  an  important  goal,  but  secondary  to  the  primary  goal  of 
maintaining  water  supply,  water  quality  and  public  health  and  safety,  among 
others. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  motivation  for  the  SF  Watershed 

Management  Plan.  SCORE  asked  if  the  SFWD  initiated  the  plan  to  comply  with 
the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  PARC  asked  if  by  initiating  the  plan,  it  is  assumed 
that  the  watershed  will  be  opened  for  public  access. 

o SCORE  stated  their  opinion  that  no  quarry  operations  should  be  conducted  on 
or  near  a watershed.  They  stated  that  no  other  water  district,  from  Sonoma  to 
Monterey,  allows  quarrying  on  its  watershed.  They  expressed  specific  concern 
about  alleged  violations  and  potential  contamination  of  Alameda  Creek  and  San 
Antonio  Reservoir  as  a result  of  Mission  Valley  Rock  and  Apperson  Ridge 
quarry  operations  that  discharge  water  into  Alameda  Creek.  SCORE  produced 
reports  that  document  the  monitoring  of  water  by  mining  operations  for 
pesticides,  but  not  for  byproducts  of  mining  operations  (e.g.,  copper,  lead, 
salinium). 

o SCORE  presented  a copy  of  a notice  that  was  distributed  with  the  water  bills  in 
the  Sunol  area  that  discussed  "water  turbidity  violations." 

o SCORE  suggested  that  the  SFWD  suspend  all  quarry  operations  until  the  SF 
Watershed  Management  Plans  are  finalized  as  a show  of  good  faith  to  the 
public.  It  was  noted  that  a moratorium  has  been  placed  on  Mission  Valley 
Rock’s  request  for  a permit  to  expand  its  quarry  operations  until  the  completion 
of  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  next  year.  SCORE  suggested 
that  SFWD  extend  the  moratorium  until  the  completion  of  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  Plans  and  EIRs. 
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o SCORE  asked  if  an  economic  study  will  be  conducted  regarding  the  impacts  of 
continuing  or  suspending  quarry  operations.  SCORE  presented  lease  contracts 
and  stated  that  SFWD  currently  pays  Mission  Valley  Rock  to  use  7,000  gallons 
of  water  per  minute  in  their  operations.  At  present,  the  quarries  are  required  to 
monitor  for  pesticides,  but  not  quarry  byproducts.  Who  pays  for  damages 
incurred  to  the  water. 

o It  was  clarified  that  program  EIRs  will  not  preclude  project  EIRs.  The  SF 

Watershed  Management  plan  will  operate  as  a policy  document,  similar  to  City 
and  County  General  Plans. 

o SCORE  voiced  concern  regarding  fire  dangers  associated  with  Kilcare  Road 
which  is  an  access  point  for  EBRPD  lands. 

o SCORE  emphasized  the  need  for  SFWD  to  coordinate  with  the  other  agencies 
that  either  own  or  manage  land  in  or  adjacent  to  the  Alameda  Watershed,  i.e., 
Alameda  County,  Alameda  Water  District,  Sunol,  the  cities  of  Pleasanton, 
Fremont  and  Milpitas,  etc. 

o SCORE  and  PARC  recommended  that  SFWD  consider  and  take  a position 

regarding  the  proposed  Route  84  toll  road.  There  was  discussion  as  to  whether 
approval  of  the  proposed  project  would  open  the  door  for  another  quarry 
operation  to  provide  the  necessary  concrete. 

o SCORE  advised  that  SFWD  consider  the  impacts  of  quarry  operations  on  roads 
that  carry  recreationists  and  commuters  in  and  around  the  Alameda  Watershed. 
They  referenced  the  scenic  designation  of  Niles  Canyon  Road  and  the  gravel 
trucks  that  were  allowed  to  share  roads  with  tourists. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  SFWD’s  procedure  for  identifying  "surplus 
lands"  on  the  watershed  and  for  bidding  and  selling  those  lands.  SCORE 
stated  that  past  process  does  not  reflect  well  on  SFWD.  SCORE  noted  that 
EBRPD  put  through  two  resolutions  to  buy  and  sell  property. 

o Proposed  developments  and  subdivisions  are  a major  concern  to  SCORE. 

SCORE  representatives  referenced  previous  land  conversions  from  oak  groves 
to  vineyards  that  made  it  possible  for  quarry  operations  to  get  on  the 
watershed.  SCORE  also  noted  a current  $1.1  million  offer  by  landowner  Jerry 
Beemiller  to  the  Sunol  School  District  to  develop  a 300-acre  parcel  owned  by 
Beemiller.  At  present,  there  is  no  plan  for  infrastructure  or  fire  management. 
The  proposed  plan  for  development  is  pending. 


3 


o There  are  several  golf  courses  in  the  Sunol-Pleasanton  area.  SCORE  and 

PARC  asked  SFWD  how  the  impacts  of  existing  golf  course  operations  on  the 
water  are  currently  being  measured.  SFWD  replied  that  a Sanitary  Survey  is 
being  conducted  to  assess  existing  conditions  of  the  water. 

o There  was  concern  expressed  regarding  the  impacts  of  horse  ranches, 
particularly  those  near  the  quarry  operations. 

o SCORE  representatives  requested  access  to  SFWD  files. 

o SCORE  stated  that  they  will  hold  SFWD  accountable  through  press  relations 
and  will  rally  support  of  the  Sunol  community,  as  they  have  done  in  the  past  in 
response  to  proposed  projects  or  operations.  Two  unifying  organizations  in  the 
Sunol  community  are  the  Sunol  School  and  the  Kilcare  Homeowners 
Association. 

o According  to  SCORE  representatives,  the  public  perceives  the  word  "mitigation" 
to  denote  "prostitution"  or  compromise. 

o SCORE  suggested  that  SFWD  publish  a position  paper  stating  that  they  will 
take  no  action  on  permits  (on  quarry  operations)  until  the  SF  Management 
Planning  Effort  is  completed.  Virginia  McCulloch  and  Pat  Stillman  agreed  to  put 
there  request  for  a moratorium  in  writing  in  a letter  to  John  Mullane. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Virginia  McCulloch’s  Fax  # 510/862-0145 

Pat  Stillman’s  Fax  # 510/862-0122 

Gus  Morrison,  Fremont  City  Council  (Hills  Initiative  Group) 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

Alameda  Water  District  Study  re  policing  of  quarry  operations. 

SFWD  Notice  re  Drinking  Water  Turbidity 

Correspondence/back-up  information  Re  February  1991  Public  Hearing  on  Mission 
Valley  Rock’s  SMP  24  and  SMP  29 


4 


Helen  Hetchy  is  a main  water  source  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  The  presence  of 
; particulate  matter  in  drinking  water  supplied  from  surface  water  sources  has  been  shown  to  decrease  the 
; effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the  chlorine  disinfection  treatment  process.  Although  some  consumers  may 
. notice  water  cloudiness,  chlorine  odors  or  visible  discoloration.  TAP  WATER  IS  SAFE  TO  DRINK  AND 
! .NO  SPECIAL  PRECAUTIONS  ARE  NECESSARY. 

! | : As  a result  of  the  higher  particulate  matter,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  (1)  increased  its 

; 'monitoring  for  bacteria  and  (2)  increased  disinfection  of  the  water. 

' 

; j This  notification  is  being  sent  for  your  information  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  section 
; ^4028  Chapter  7.  Division  5 of  the  California  Health  and 'Safety  Code  which  specifies  that  school  employees. 

; students,  and  parents  (if  students  are  minors/  ancfcbuasness  employees  be  informed  whenever  the  water 
■ -supply  of  the  school,  residential  property,  and/or  business  exceeas  the  State  Turbidity  Quality  Standard. 

: failure  to  provide  this  notice  could  maxe  you  civilly  liable  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  each  day ' 
! Y failure  to  give  notice.  Please  see  that  copies  of  this  notice  are  provided  to  each  user  of  your  facility. 

1 1 1 For  further  information,  please  contact  the  Water  Quality  Division.  San  F rancisco  Water  Department. 

; (415/  872-5542 


_ii  . 
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SAX  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT 


\\ 


] NOTIFICATION  OF  DRINKING  WATER  TURBIDITY  IN  EXCESS  OF  QUALITY  STANDARD 


In  March,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  during  its  regularly  scheduled  monitoring  of 
.drinking  water  supplies,  found  that  water  from  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Reservoir  exceeded  the  turbidity  levels 
'as  specified  by  the  California  Domestic  Wrater  Quality  and  Monitoring  Regulations  (Title  22).  Turbidity  is 
■the  presence  of  particulate  matter,  which  may  cause  water  to  appear  cloudy.  Bacteriological  testing  has 
determined  that  the  water  poses  NO  HEALTH  HAZARD  to  consumers. 

\ : The  State  Standard  for  turbidity  is  1.0  unit.  The  average  turbidity  for  w ater  from  Hetch  Hetchy  for 

the  month  of  March  was  2.2  units.  Our  norma;  average  turbidity  is  O.o  units.  In  order  to  reduce  the  effect 
of  excess  turbidity,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  made  the  decision  to  blend  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
water  with  fully  filtered  water  from  local  reservoirs  to  meet  the  demand  of  consumers. 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Cities  of  Pleasanton  and  Milpitas 
Issues  Summary 
October  22,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Brian  Swift,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Pleasanton 

Warren  Rasmussen,  Principal  Planner,  City  of  Pleasanton 
Felix  Reliford,  Principal  Planner,  City  of  Milpitas 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  planning  staffs  of  the  cities  of  Pleasanton  and 
Milpitas  to  identify  the  issues  that  should  be  considered  for  managing  the  Alameda 
Watershed  and  to  determine  the  nature  and  extent  of  development  pressures  and 
other  activities  that  can  be  expected  from  these  two  adjacent  cities. 

Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were 
distributed.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the 
SFWD  preliminary  goals  and  Planning  Committee,  and  defined  the  boundaries  of  the 
Alameda  Watershed  and  other  lands  owned  by  the  SFWD;  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan;  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of 
the  public  outreach  activities. 

Brian  Swift  and  Warren  Rasmussen  defined  the  city’s  boundaries  and  zones  for  which 
the  city  has  specific  plans.  Felix  Reliford,  principal  planner  for  the  City  of  Milpitas 
provided  a map  and  an  overview  of  the  city’s  current  plans  for  development,  as  well 
as  recent  changes  in  spheres  of  influence  and  residential  development,  specifically  on 
the  hillside  ridge.  A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided 
below. 


o Residential  development  is  expected  to  continue  to  increase  during  the  next  5- 
10  years.  Although  much  of  the  development  may  not  directly  impact  the 
Alameda  Watershed  lands,  it  may  result  in  an  increase  in  pressure  for  more 
local  recreational  access  or  in  unauthorized  activities,  such  as  dumping. 
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o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  SFWD’s  motivation  for  developing  the 

Watershed  Management  Plans.  From  the  Water  Department’s  perspective,  it  is 
better  to  preserve  water  quality  by  protecting  the  resource  (the  watershed) 
rather  than  relying  solely  on  water  treatment.  However,  the  Federal  Clean 
Water  Act  may  now  force  the  SFWD  to  treat  all  water,  regardless  of  the  quality 
of  its  source.  The  perception  exists  that  this  Federal  regulation  is  the  only 
reason  the  Water  Department  is  developing  the  plan  in  order  to  try  retain  some 
kind  of  access  control  over  uses  on  the  watershed. 

o SFWD  was  advised  to  get  legal  counsel  to  ensure  that  all  operations  are  in 
compliance  with  federal  and  regional  environmental  laws  and  regulations. 

o It  was  speculated  that  environmental  groups  will  perceive  any  allowance  of  use 
on  the  watersheds  as  a lowering  of  SFWD’s  previous  standards. 

o The  question  was  asked  why  the  SFWD  allows  only  limited  and  restricted 

access  to  Sunol  Regional  Park  and  on  other  parts  of  the  Alameda  Watershed, 
when  East  Bay  MUD  allows  so  many  more  recreational  uses  on  their  lands. 

o Based  on  the  Pleasanton  Ridgelands  Studies,  it  was  determined  by  the  City  of 
Pleasanton  that  the  majority  of  its  citizens  do  not  want  development  on 
wildlands,  but  want  access  to  local  watershed  lands  for  recreational  use,  e.g., 
accessible  trails,  fishing  on  reservoirs  for  boy  scouts  and  girl  scouts,  etc. 

o The  City  of  Milpitas  also  receives  requests  from  its  citizens  for  more  local 

recreational  opportunities.  They  would  support  any  recreational  amenities  (e.g., 
trails)  as  long  as  the  Water  Department  can  demonstrate  that  activities  won’t 
impact  water  quality  and  service.  SFWD  advised  that  although  some 
recreational  activities  may  not  impact  water  quality,  they  may  increase  rates. 

o The  City  of  Milpitas  currently  receives  some  of  its  water  from  SFWD  and  the 
rest  from  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  (SCVWD).  In  1993,  operations 
may  change  so  that  Milpitas  receives  all  of  its  water  from  the  SCVWD. 

o Although  the  City  Council  of  Milpitas  strongly  supports  continued  commercial 
development,  they  have  amended  the  Hillside  General  Plan  for  an 
unincorporated  area  of  Santa  Clara  County  to  reduce  the  number  of  planned 
residential  units  from  500  to  175  in  response  to  substantial  pressure  from  the 
community  to  preserve  the  area. 

o There  is  a shortage  of  water-related  recreation  in  the  Cities  of  Pleasanton, 
Milpitas  and  the  whole  Tri-Valley  area.  Any  of  the  reservoirs  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed  could  provide  water-related  activities  within  six  miles  of  the  City  of 
Pleasanton. 
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o Fishing  access  on  the  reservoirs  was  specifically  requested  by  the  City  of 
Pleasanton.  The  current  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  being 
conducted  in  response  to  a complaint  filed  by  Caltrout  will  determine  the 
feasibility  of  restoring  a trout  fishery  in  Alameda  Creek/Calaveras  Reservoir. 

o The  City  of  Pleasanton  is  open  to  bartering  lands  with  the  SFWD  to  increase 
the  opportunities  for  developing  local  recreational  uses.  SFWD  is  also  open  to 
land  exchange  to  enable  them  to  better  manage  all  watershed  lands. 

o The  City  of  Pleasanton  is  interested  in  any  development  or  activity  that  is 
allowed  in  the  Sunol  Valley  area  that  may  result  in  increased  traffic  through 
Pleasanton. 

o The  quarries  that  lease  land  from  SFWD  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  are  in 
competition  with  quarries  in  Pleasanton.  Consequently,  Pleasanton  is 
interested  in  decisions  or  proposals  considered  that  may  result  in  changes  in 
quarry  operations  on  the  Alameda  Watershed.  Potential  impacts  include  the 
number  of  gravel  trucks  that  must  travel  through  Pleasanton. 

o Regarding  SFWD’s  key  concern  regarding  real  estate  revenue  goals, 

clarification  was  requested  regarding  SFWD’s  process  for  identifying  "unneeded 
parcels"  as  "surplus  lands,"  and  which  parties  are  given  the  opportunity  to  bid 
on  the  land. 

o Management  of  park  lands  was  identified  as  a key  concern  of  the  City  of 

Pleasanton.  Reference  was  made  to  Benita  Park  in  the  northern  corridor  for 
which  Pleasanton  gave  up  the  lease  due  to  lack  of  resources  for  managing  the 
land. 

o Highway  84  was  defined  as  the  southernmost  boundary  of  the  City  of 

Pleasanton’s  sphere  of  influence.  SFWD  was  asked  whether  or  not  it  had  a 
position  on  the  proposed  Highway  84  Toll  Road.  Although  at  this  time,  the 
SFWD  does  not  have  a position,  the  proposed  toll  road  project  will  be 
monitored. 

o In  response  to  the  City  of  Pleasanton’s  question  regarding  the  priority  of 
revenue  generation  in  SFWD’s  goals  for  the  Watershed  Management  Plan, 
SFWD  replied  that  although  revenue  generation  was  an  important 
consideration,  it  was  secondary  to  preservation  and  maximization  of  water 
supply  and  water  quality.  SFWD  referenced  a survey  conducted  by  the  AWWA 
regarding  effective  watershed  management,  which  recommended  that  the  water 
department  own  the  land  and/or  impose  severe  restrictions  on  the  land. 
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o Both  the  City  of  Pleasanton  and  the  City  of  Milpitas  recommended  that  the 

policy  document  not  be  finalized  until  after  the  individual  plans  and  the  EIRs  are 
completed.  It  was  suggested  that  by  completing  the  policy  document  any 
sooner,  it  may  presuppose  the  impacts  of  costs  of  certain  recreational  uses 
before  all  of  the  information  is  available.  SFWD  clarified  that  even  after  all  the 
plans,  EIRs  and  policy  document  are  finalized,  they  will  comprise  a "living 
document"  that  may  be  updated. 

o The  City  of  Pleasanton  advised  that  the  EIRs  should  provide  sound  evidence  to 
all  policies  established.  Therefore  proper  research  of  similar  plans,  as  well  as 
rigorous  execution  of  all  related  studies  must  occur  so  that  nothing  is 
presupposed. 

o Regarding  public  outreach,  the  City  of  Pleasanton  confirmed  that  newsletters 
will  be  effective.  They  advised  that  traditionally,  there  is  relatively  low 
participation  of  the  general  public  in  workshops,  save  for  special  interests  and 
environmental  groups. 

o It  was  suggested  that  the  Team  meet  with  other  water  districts,  like  East  Bay 
Municipal  Utility  District  and  the  Alameda  Water  District,  which  already  allow 
recreational  uses  on  their  watershed  lands.  SFWD  responded  that  all  adjacent 
water  districts  would  be  interviewed.  Feedback  received  from  meetings  already 
held  with  the  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  and  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water 
District  had  revealed  that  once  recreational  use  is  allowed  at  any  level, 
pressures  only  increase  for  more  intensified  use. 

o A "No  Project"  alternative  is  perceived  as  unfeasible  by  the  City  of  Pleasanton. 
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Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Meeting  #2  Summary 

San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Millbrae 
Monday,  November  2,  1:30  p.m. 


Meeting  Attendees:  Committee  Members 

Leo  Bauer,  SFWD 
Bob  Hickman,  SFWD 
Don  Larramendy,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
John  Mullane,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD 

Consultant  Team 


David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM 
Kelly  Stewart,  PAM 
Karen  Johnson,  JMM 

cc:  Committee  Members  Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 

Josh  Milstein,  SFWD 
Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  held  its  second  meeting.  The 
purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  receive  a status  report  on  the  planning  effort  activities  and 
to  further  refine  the  goals  and  objectives  outlined  at  the  September  28  kick-off  meeting. 
Since  the  last  meeting,  all  members  of  the  committee  were  sent  the  following  items  to 
review: 

• A summary  of  the  September  28  WPC  meeting 

• A packet  of  8 summaries  of  interviews  conducted  with  stakeholders 

• A second  packet  of  14  summaries  of  interviews  conducted  with  stakeholders 

• A Phase  I Revised  Workplan  and  Schedule  (dated  October  29,  1992) 

• San  Francisco  Watershed  Draft  Goals  and  Objectives  (dated  November  2,  1992) 


Status  of  Phase  II 


Ed  Stewart  reported  on  the  PUC  approval  of  funding  for  Phase  II  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Plan.  Included  in  the  Phase  II  amendment  is  provision  for  a Sanitary 
Survey  and  for  the  development  of  a GIS  system  for  the  SFWD. 

John  Mullane  pointed  out  that  approval  for  Phase  II  funding  was  given  without  much 
deliberation  and  that  the  PUC’s  interest  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  is  not 
a high  priority  at  this  time.  He  questioned  the  need  for  a PUC  special  presentation  or 
briefing  in  the  immediate  future. 

EDAW  and  Public  Affairs  Management  emphasized  the  importance  of  the  PUC  knowing 
about  the  draft  goals  and  objectives  and  planning  process  in  order  to  be  prepared  to 
respond  to  inquiries  or  comments  from  the  public  or  agencies.  This  is  particularly 
important  once  the  public  meetings  are  announced. 

John  Mullane  will  approach  the  PUC  to  determine  the  best  way  to  brief  them  on  the 
status  of  the  process.  He  is  interested  in  identifying  ways  in  which  the  PUC  can  get 
involved  once  the  public  meetings  are  announced.  He  also  stated  that  Watershed 
Management  staff  will  become  more  proactive  in  the  public  education  process  about 
watershed  issues  only  and  not  about  all  San  Francisco  water  issues. 

Review  Draft  Goals  & Objectives 

Based  on  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  developed  at  the  first  meeting,  EDAW 
provided,  in  advance,  a draft  document  with  some  revised  wording  of  the  goals  and 
objectives.  EDAW  facilitated  the  discussion  of  the  draft  goals  and  objectives  for  the  San 
Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans.  The  following  guidelines  were  established 
during  the  discussion  of  the  goals  and  objectives: 

• The  goals  and  objectives  for  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  are  to  be 
developed  and  worded  so  that  they  are  clearly  understood  by  both  internal  SFWD 
staff  and  the  general  public. 

• Objectives  should  further  refine  goals;  they  should  not  be  action  items  for 
achieving  the  goals. 

• The  goals  and  objectives  will  be  used  during  the  management  planning  process 
as  a basis  for  rating  alternatives. 

• Primary  and  secondary  goals  will  be  presented  in  order  of  priority. 

• The  goals,  when  refined,  will  be  introduced  to  the  general  public  in  the  first  issue 
of  the  newsletter  and  at  the  public  meetings. 

Based  on  the  committee  discussion,  the  goals  and  objectives  have  been  revised  and  are 
attached. 
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Public  & Agency  Participation  Program 


Newsletter  Overview 

EDAW  distributed  a mock-up  of  the  first  project  newsletter.  The  contents  include  the 
following  articles: 

• SF  Watershed  Management  Plan  article  (including  project  description,  goals,  time 
frame/schedule,  products  and  meetings) 

• Peninsula  Watershed  article 

• Alameda  Watershed  article 

• Water  Quality  and  Land  Use  article 

• Interview  article 

• Announcement  of  the  dates,  times,  locations  and  purpose  of  the  public  workshops 

The  proposed  format  is  tabloid-size  (11x17"  folded),  2/color,  4-pages.  Samples  of  other 
types  of  newsletters  were  displayed  at  the  meeting.  A logo  is  being  created  using  the 
Water  Department’s  logo  (temple)  as  the  central  graphic,  plus  some  representation  of 
both  watershed  areas.  John  Mullane  asked  to  review  the  draft  newsletter  and  the 
proposed  logo  before  they  are  finalized. 

The  newsletter  will  be  mailed  to  the  entire  mailing  list  (approximately  3,000  individuals). 
The  mailing  list  will  be  updated  to  reflect  any  changes  in  agency  staff  or  elected  officials 
as  a result  of  the  recent  elections.  John  Mullane  requested  that  special  care  be  taken 
to  make  sure  the  mailing  list  is  updated  and  accurate.  He  also  requested  that  an 
additional  500  newsletters  to  be  distributed  internally  at  the  SF  Water  Department. 


Public/Aqencv  Meeting  Recommendations 

Public  Affairs  Management  presented  the  goals  of  the  first  round  of  public  and  agency 
meetings,  as  well  as  the  proposed  timing,  locations  and  format. 

The  goals  for  the  first  round  of  public  and  agency  meetings  include  the  following: 

• to  announce  the  initiation  and  purpose  of  the  planning  effort 

• to  present  SFWD’s  goals  and  objectives  for  public  feedback 

• to  create  awareness  of  the  number  of  diverse  interests 

• to  present  key  issues  identified  through  the  initial  interviews  with  stakeholders 

• to  obtain  any  additional  issues  not  identified  during  the  interview  process 

• to  clarify,  categorize  and  prioritize  issues  and  problems 
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Public  & Agency  Participation  Program 


Newsletter  Overview 


EDAW  distributed  a mock-up  of  the  first  project  newsletter.  The  contents  include  the 
following  articles: 

• SF  Watershed  Management  Plan  article  (including  project  description,  goals,  time 
frame/schedule,  products  and  meetings) 

• Peninsula  Watershed  article 

• Alameda  Watershed  article 

• Water  Quality  and  Land  Use  article 

• Interview  article 

• Announcement  of  the  dates,  times,  locations  and  purpose  of  the  public  workshops 

The  proposed  format  is  tabloid-size  (11x17"  folded),  2/color,  4-pages.  Samples  of  other 
types  of  newsletters  were  displayed  at  the  meeting.  A logo  is  being  created  using  the 
Water  Department’s  logo  (temple)  as  the  central  graphic,  plus  some  representation  of 
both  watershed  areas.  John  Mullane  asked  to  review  the  draft  newsletter  and  the 
proposed  logo  before  they  are  finalized. 

The  newsletter  will  be  mailed  to  the  entire  mailing  list  (approximately  3,000  individuals). 
The  mailing  list  will  be  updated  to  reflect  any  changes  in  agency  staff  or  elected  officials 
as  a result  of  the  recent  elections.  John  Mullane  requested  that  special  care  be  taken 
to  make  sure  the  mailing  list  is  updated  and  accurate.  He  also  requested  that  an 
additional  500  newsletters  to  be  distributed  internally  at  the  SF  Water  Department. 


Public/Aqency  Meeting  Recommendations 

Public  Affairs  Management  presented  the  goals  of  the  first  round  of  public  and  agency 
meetings,  as  well  as  the  proposed  timing,  locations  and  format. 

The  goals  for  the  first  round  of  public  and  agency  meetings  include  the  following: 

• to  announce  the  initiation  and  purpose  of  the  planning  effort 

• to  present  SFWD’s  goals  and  objectives  for  public  feedback 

• to  create  awareness  of  the  number  of  diverse  interests 

• to  present  key  issues  identified  through  the  initial  interviews  with  stakeholders 

• to  obtain  any  additional  issues  not  identified  during  the  interview  process 

• to  clarify,  categorize  and  prioritize  issues  and  problems 
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Three  combined  public  and  agency  workshops  are  proposed  for  the  first  week  of 
February,  1993.  One  workshop  will  be  held  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed 
(San  Mateo),  one  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  (Sunol  or  Pleasanton)  and  one 
in  San  Francisco.  The  workshops  to  be  held  near  the  watersheds  will  focus  on  issues 
specific  to  that  watershed.  The  San  Francisco  workshop  will  be  formatted  differently  to 
give  attendees  the  choice  of  the  watershed  that  most  interests  them.  The  PUC  may  also 
wish  to  be  involved  in  the  San  Francisco  workshop.  Each  meeting  would  begin  at  7:00 
p.m.  and  last  approximately  2-3  hours.  As  mentioned  above,  the  date,  time,  location  and 
purpose  of  the  workshops  will  be  noticed  through  the  newsletter. 

The  proposed  workshop  format  would  begin  with  a brief  presentation  by  the  project  team, 
after  which  the  attendees  will  be  divided  into  smaller  discussion  groups  which  will  be 
facilitated  and  recorded.  During  the  smaller  group  discussions,  the  SFWD  goals  and 
objectives  will  be  presented  to  participants  for  input.  Also  during  the  facilitated 
discussion,  key  watershed  issues  identified  through  the  initial  interviews  wili  be  presented 
for  discussion.  Each  group  discussion  will  last  approximately  one  hour,  during  which  time 
all  participants  will  be  encouraged  by  the  facilitator  to  provide  input.  Following  the  smaller 
group  discussions,  the  larger  group  will  reconvene  and  each  facilitator  will  provide  a 
report  on  the  outcome  of  each  discussion  group.  For  both  the  smaller  group  and  large 
group  presentations,  flipcharts  will  be  used  to  record  comments  received. 


Agency  Meetings  Update 

Public  Affairs  Management  presented  the  objectives  of  the  initial  interviews  with  public 
agencies  and  other  parties  that  are  considered  to  be  stakeholders  in  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  planning  process,  as  well  as  an  update  of  the  interviews  conducted  to  date 
and  the  remaining  interviews  (see  attached). 

Other  interviews  that  may  be  conducted  include:  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board, 
California  Department  of  Fish  & Game  (State  level),  San  Francisco  County  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  various  fishing  interests  and  the  San  Mateo  Coalition  of 
Neighborhoods.  Later  identified  were  the  following  additional  parties:  Contra  Costa- 
Alameda  County  Cattleman’s  Association,  Alameda  County  Farm  Bureau,  Alameda 
County  Property  Owners  Association,  Peninsula  Watershed  keepers,  Alameda  Watershed 
Keepers  and  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society. 

With  regard  to  the  Alameda  Watershed,  Leo  Bauer  suggested  that  the  project  team  meet 
with  members  of  Representative  Tom  Campbell’s  Citizens’  Advisory  Group  during  the 
initial  interviews. 
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Public  & Agency  Participation  Plan 


Public  Affairs  Management  distributed  copies  of  the  draft  Public  & Agency  Participation 
Plan  for  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  & EIRs  and  gave  an  overview  of  the  goals 
of  the  plan  and  its  contents,  including  the  following: 

• Issues  Identified 

• Target  Audiences 

• SFWD  Coordination  (e.g.,  division  meetings,  WPC) 

• PUC  Coordination 

• Public  Coordination  and  Response 

• Special  Group  Presentations 

• Public  & Agency  Meetings 

• Newsletters 

• Technical  Advisory  Group 

• Public  Opinion  Survey 

John  Mullane  expressed  concern  regarding  the  public  opinion  survey.  The  project  team 
clarified  that  the  intent  of  the  survey  was  to  be  educational  and  to  assess  the  knowledge 
of  watershed  users  and  water  users,  rather  than  to  elicit  preferences  for  uses  on  the 
watersheds.  This  approach  will  be  incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  survey  instrument 
so  that  it  measures  the  baseline  level  of  knowledge  of  the  relationship  between  watershed 
protection  and  water  quality. 

Committee  members  were  asked  to  review  the  plan  and  direct  any  comments  or 
questions  to  Public  Affairs  Management. 

Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Project 

Ed  Stewart  reported  that  the  draft  report  for  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study 
will  be  submitted  to  SFWD  in  December,  1 992.  Preliminary  results  indicate  that  the  water 
temperature  may  provide  a suitable  habitat  for  a trout  fishery.  The  draft  will  include 
Scalmanini’s  report  on  the  future  compatibility  of  mining  and  water  supply. 

The  study  will  be  completed  next  August,  1993.  The  project  team  emphasized  the 
importance  of  close  coordination  on  the  outcome  of  this  study  and  its  relation  to  the 
overall  watershed  management  planning  process. 
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Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  Meeting 

James  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM)  presented  a report  on  the  Sanitary  Survey.  The 
purpose  of  the  Sanitary  Survey  is  to  provide  a description  of  water  conditions  and 
potential  impacts,  and  to  recommended  corrective  actions.  JMM  explained  that  the 
Sanitary  Survey  is  mandated  by  federal  regulations  (Article  7)  which  are  administered  and 
interpreted  by  the  Department  of  Health  Services  who  will  issue  the  operating  permit  to 
SFWD  in  1996.  Because  the  survey  is  being  conducted  as  part  of  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  planning  process,  it  is  anticipated  to  be  of  precedent  setting  quality.  A table 
of  contents  for  the  report  has  been  submitted  to  DOHS  and  SFWD.  Consultant  staff  are 
meeting  with  DOHS  staff  on  Tuesday,  November  3. 

It  was  suggested  that  a subcommittee  of  the  WPC  be  established  to  participate  in  the 
development  and  review  of  the  Sanitary  Survey.  The  subcommittee  will  be  comprised  of 
Karen  Johnson  (JMM),  Leonard  Swanson  and  Leo  Bauer. 

Revised  Phase  I Schedule 

David  Blau  reviewed  the  revised  Phase  I schedule  and  noted  that  it  merges  the  activities 
formerly  under  Phase  I and  Phase  II. 

Meeting  Handouts 

• Mock-up  of  Newsletter 

• Draft  Public  and  Agency  Participation  Plan 

Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Tuesday,  December  1 at  1:30  p.m. 

Location:  SFWD  Lunch  Room,  Millbrae 
Discussion  Items: 

o Update  of  Phase  I Products  to  Date 
o Overview  of  Phase  II  Products 

• Schedule 

• Sanitary  Survey  Report 

• Design  of  Data  Base 

• 30-minute  Introductory  Presentation  on  GIS  options  by  EDAW 


Attachments 
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SF  Watershed  Management  Plans 
WPC  Presentation,  November  2,  1992 

OVERVIEW  OF  PUBLIC  & AGENCY  PARTICIPATION  PLAN 


Intro: 

Purpose: 


Draft: 


Issues  Identification  is  one  of  many  sections  that  is  being  developed  as 
part  of  a Public  and  Agency  Participation  Plan. 

The  purpose  of  the  plan  is  to  provide  guidelines  for  implementing  the 
Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program  throughout  the  planning 
process  to  meet  the  following  objectives: 

Help  the  public  to  understand  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's 
primary  and  secondary  goals,  and  the  connection  between  drinking 
water  quality  and  watershed  protection. 

Support  the  mandated  public  participation  requirements  under  CEQA. 

Provide  complete  information  about  the  watershed  management 
activities  to  the  public. 

Ensure  that  the  public  has  an  opportunity  to  communicate  its  desires, 
needs  and  concerns. 

Ensure  that  the  public's  desires,  needs  and  concerns  are  understood  by 
decision  makers. 

Provide  for  consultation  with  all  appropriate  interested  agencies  and 
target  publics  before  decisions  are  reached. 

Attempt  to  achieve  agreement  on  proposed  actions  or  policies. 

Help  to  create  an  environment  for  public  acceptance  of  measures  that 
will  manage  watershed  lands  appropriately. 


The  plan  will  be  finalized  upon  completion  of  the  interviews. 
Copies  of  the  current  draft  version  were  provided  for  WPC  review. 


SF  Watershed  Management  Flans 
WPC  Presentation,  November  2,  1992 

UPDATE  ON  INTERVIEWS 


Intro: 


Purpose: 


Interview 

Contacts: 


As  of  today,  SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  have  conducted  26  meetings  with 
key  agencies  and  staff. 

Purpose  of  these  meetings  is: 

1)  to  announce  the  initiation  and  purpose  of  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  Planning  Effort; 

2)  to  present  all  known  issues  for  feedback; 

3)  to  receive  additional  issues; 

4)  and  to  identify  additional  stakeholders. 

Meetings  Conducted: 
o SFWD  (9) 

• all  divisions 

• management  staff 

o Other  Water  Districts 

• Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District 

• Marin  Municipal  Water  District 

o Regional  Planning  Departments 

• counties  of  San  Mateo,  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara 

• cities  of  Pleasanton  and  Milpitas 

• East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 

• GGNRA 

o Environmental  Agencies  and  Special  Interest  Groups 

• California  Department  of  Fish  & Game 

• the  Nature  Conservancy 

• California  Native  Plant  Society 

• Audubon  Society 

• Sierra  Club 

o Citizen  Groups 

• Preserve  Area  Ridgelands  Committee 

• Sunol  Citizens  Organized  Regarding  the  Environment 

o Recreational  Interests:  • Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

o Commercial  Interests:  • Mission  Valley  Rock  Quarrv 

o Property  Owners:  • Filoli  Estate 

o Concurrent  Studies:  • Bookman  Edmonston  Study  of  Alameda 

Creek  Water  Resources 


Summaries:  Issues  summaries  have  been  prepared  for  each  meeting. 

The  WPC  has  received  copies  of  meeting  summaries  for  all  meetings 
conducted  prior  to  November  2,  1992  (26  summaries  total). 

Future 

Meetings:  There  are  approximately  12  additional  interviews  planned  through  mid- 

December 


Issues 

Report: 


Environ.  Agencies:  • 

• 

Department  of  Health  Services  (11/3/92) 
California  Department  of  Forestry  (TBD) 

Regional  Agencies:  • 

• 

• 

Mid-Peninsula  Open  Space  District  (11/14/92) 
Peninsula  Humane  Society  (TBD) 

San  Francisco  County  Environ.  Review  (TBD) 

Academic/  • 

Scientific  • 

Conservation  Biology  (11/12/92) 

California  Academy  of  Sciences  (11/12/92) 

Citizen  Groups:  • 

• 

Committee  For  Green  Foothills  (Peninsula) 
(11/14/92) 

Save  Edgewood  Park  Coalition  (11/14/92) 

Homeowners:  • 

• 

• 

Mt.  Hamilton  Association  (11/13/92) 
Belmont/Highlands/King  Mountain  HO  As  (TBD) 
Alameda  Property  Owners  Association  (TBD) 

Special  Interest:  • 

• 

• 

Santa  Clara  Valley  Cattleman's  Association 
(11/13/92) 

Contra  Costa /Alameda  Counties  Cattleman's 
Association  (TBD) 

Alameda  County  Farm  Bureau 

Recreational:  • 

Cal  trout  (11/8/92) 

Commercial:  • 

Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (11/4/92) 

Water  Districts:  • 

• 

Alameda  Countv  Water  District  (TBD) 
East  Bay  MUD  (TBD) 

Issues  summaries  will  be  completed  for  all  meetings; 

Key  issues  will  be  summarized  in  the  "Issues  Identification"  section  of 
the  Public  and  Agency  Participation  Plan. 

The  team  will  meet  with  many  of  these  groups  on  a regular  basis 
throughout  the  planning  process. 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Department  of  Health  Services  (DOHS) 
Issues  Summary 
November  3,  1992 

(Revised  1/7/93) 


Meeting  Attendees:  Cliff  Bowen,  Senior  Sanitary  Engineer,  DOHS 

Steve  Kachur,  Sanitary  Engineer,  DOHS 
Melvin  Yee,  Associate  Sanitary  Engineer,  DOHS 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Fred  Euphrat,  Watershed  Hydrologist,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  Manager,  Water  Quality  Division,  SFWD 
Phil  Caskey,  Asst.  Mgr.,  Water  Quality  Division,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Karen  Johnson,  James  M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM) 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  JMM  staff  met  with  the  Department  of  Health  Services  to 
identify  public  health  issues  and  regulatory  requirements  that  should  be  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  management  plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds. 
This  interview  preceded  a meeting  between  SFWD,  EDAW,  JMM  and  DOHS  staff  to 
discuss  specific  aspects  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  being  conducted  by  JMM  as 
a part  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan  and  how  the  Sanitary 
Survey  is  integrated  into  the  watershed  management  planning  effort.  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the 
public  outreach  activities,  as  well  as  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  and  the 
development  of  the  SFWD  primary  and  secondary  goals.  Joe  Naras  pointed  out  the  key 
concerns  identified  by  Watershed  Division  staff  on  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
watersheds. 

DOHS  staff  participated  in  a SFWD  tour  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  in  August  1992  and 
have  submitted  their  initial  concerns  in  a letter  to  SFWD.  SFWD  General  Manager  John 
Mullane  responded  to  DOHS  with  a letter  that  acknowledged  their  issues  and  advised 
them  that  they  would  be  addressed  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plan  currently  in 
development. 
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The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  discussed: 

o Monitoring  and  containment  procedures  in  the  event  of  a disaster  must  be 
identified  for  the  Chevron  pipeline.  SFWD  provided  the  status  report  regarding 
Chevron.  SFWD  is  currently  reviewing  Chevron’s  lease  and  containment 
procedures.  Chevron  is  developing  a contingency  plan  for  the  pipeline  which  is  a 
condition  of  SFWD  continuing  their  expired  lease.  Chevron  is  also  looking  at 
alternatives  for  relocating  certain  segments  of  the  pipeline  outside  of  the  hydrologic 
boundary  of  the  watershed. 

o DOHS  expressed  concern  regarding  the  potential  development  north  of  Calaveras 
Reservoir.  Human  impacts,  such  as  sewage  and  the  change  in  run-off 
characteristics  resulting  from  conversion  of  agricultural  land  to  paved,  urban  roads, 
were  specifically  mentioned. 

o A potential  impact  of  cattle  grazing  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  is  the  transference 
of  human  pathogens  through  the  surface  water.  Giardia  and  Cryptosporidium  are 
the  most  prevalent  pathogens  found  in  water  used  by  cattle.  The  Surface  Water 
Treatment  Rule  addresses  Giardia,  but  no  regulations  currently  exist  regarding 
Cryptosporidium.  There  are  also  no  control  guidelines  for  monitoring  cattle 
watering  practices  at  this  time.  There  is  very  little  known  about  how 
Cryptosporidium  is  transferred  or  how  infectious  it  is,  only  that  it  is  highly  resistant 
to  many  disinfectants.  DOHS  advised  SFWD  that  within  5-8  years,  the  EPA  may 
issue  regulations  that  will  mandate  treatment  of  surface  water  for  Cryptosporidium. 
Consequently,  SFWD  should  monitor  progress  in  this  area  and  incorporate  it  into 
the  watershed  management  plan.  DOHS  will  provide  SFWD  with  current  papers 
and  materials  on  Cryptosporidium. 

Ed  Stewart  asked  DOHS  if  there  are  water-based  treatment  techniques  that  can 
be  used  upstream  to  reduce  pathogens  at  the  source.  It  was  noted  that  Giardia 
and  Cryptosporidium  can  last  for  several  months  in  cold  water. 

o Regarding  impacts  of  mining  at  the  quarries,  particularly  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed,  DOHS  advised  SFWD  that  a water  quality  monitoring  and  control  plan 
be  implemented  to  determine  any  levels  of  silt,  turbidity  or  heavy  metals.  DOHS 
advised  that  if  SFWD  decides  to  allow  mining  to  continue  on  the  watershed  land, 
filter  beds  and  filtration  galleries  should  be  monitored. 

o If  SFWD  increases  the  importation  of  Delta  Water  into  San  Antonio  Reservoir  from 
an  emergency  supply  to  a more  regular  supply,  DOHS  advised  SFWD  of  potential 
long-term  effects  on  the  watershed  resources. 

o Road  maintenance  practices  are  another  issue  mentioned  by  DOHS,  particularly 
with  regard  to  grading  and  drainage  control.  DOHS  suggested  that  SFWD  work 
with  San  Mateo  and  Alameda  counties,  as  weli  as  any  other  entity  with  whom 
SFWD  depends  on  for  management  of  roads  on  watershed  lands,  to  make  sure 
roads  are  reconstructed,  if  necessary,  and  maintained. 
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o Another  issue  regarding  roadways  on  the  watershed  lands  is  potential  spills  of 
hazardous  materials  resulting  from  traffic  accidents.  DOHS  recommended  that 
SFWD  maintain  an  ongoing  relationship  with  the  California  Highway  Patrol  (CHP), 
Caltrans  and  any  other  agency  that  may  potentially  respond  to  an  accident  or  spill, 
to  ensure  that  SFWD  is  notified. 

o DOHS  advised  SFWD  to  consider  the  water  quality  impacts  of  a catastrophic  fire 
on  either  watershed. 

o Regarding  potential  recreational  uses  on  the  reservoirs,  it  is  the  official  position  of 
DOHS  to  prohibit  any  recreational  activity  involving  body  contact  with  drinking 
water  (e.g.,  swimming,  water  skiing,  etc.).  They  are  also  opposed  to  any  gasoline- 
powered  water  vehicles  (i.e.,  speed  boats). 

o Regarding  other  potential  recreational  uses  on  the  reservoirs  or  watershed  lands, 
DOHS  expressed  concern  regarding  the  general  "population  effects"  of  recreational 
uses,  e.g.,  human  waste,  littering,  etc. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  sometimes  conflicting  regulations  administered 
and  enforced  by  various  federal,  state  and  regional  agencies  (like  DOHS)  with 
regard  to  SFWD’s  management  of  the  watersheds.  An  exclusive  agency  meeting 
was  suggested  as  a way  to  address  any  overlapping  or  conflicting  regulations 
regarding  the  watersheds,  as  well  as  any  other  issues. 

o Regarding  the  issue  of  allowing  any  additional  access  to  the  watersheds,  the 
DOHS  suggested  that  SFWD  deal  with  the  conditions  that  currently  exist,  rather 
than  opening  up  the  watersheds  to  new  contaminants. 

o Regarding  public  outreach,  DOHS  suggested  that  SFWD  communicate  with  water 
users  through  inserts  in  the  monthly  water  bills;  and  with  agency  staff  through  the 
annual  water  quality  report. 

o DOHS  stated  that  although  the  public  should  be  informed  regarding  agency 
requirements  and  process,  a separate  workshop  should  be  held  exclusively  for  the 
agencies.  An  agency-member  panel  could  be  developed  for  the  public  meetings. 

o SFWD  and  JMM  described  their  plans  for  the  Sanitary  Survey  and  their 
expectations  that,  as  planned,  the  Survey  will  set  a new  precedent  for  quality  of 
future  Watershed  Sanitary  Surveys.  DOHS  stated  that  they  have  a representative 
on  an  American  Water  Works  Association  committee  formed  to  develop  guidelines 
for  Watershed  Sanitary  Surveys. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Save  Edgewood  Park  Coalition, 
Committee  For  Green  Foothills, 

Sierra  Club  and  Town  of  Woodside 
Issues  Summary 
November  4,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Joan  Stiff,  Town  of  Woodside 

Barbara  Seitle,  Town  of  Woodside 
Julia  Bott,  Sierra  Club 

Carolyn  Curtis,  Save  Edgewood  Park  Coalition 
Olive  Mayer,  Sierra  Club  (former  national  board  member) 
Lennie  Roberts,  Legislative  Advocate,  Committee  For  Green 
Foothills 

Sally  MacBride,  Committee  for  Green  Foothills 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Kathy  Cuneo,  ESA 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  representatives  from  citizen  groups  and  town 
representatives  from  around  the  Peninsula  to  identify  issues  that  should  be  required  in 
the  management  planning  effort  primarily  for  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  as  well  as  the 
Alameda  Watershed. 

Issues  maps  of  each  watershed  with  key  concerns  identified  were  displayed.  A workplan 
schedule  and  reduced  versions  of  all  the  map  displays  were  distributed  to  the  group.  Joe 
Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary 
goals,  and  the  involvement  of  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee.  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan,  and  the  schedule.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an 
overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  issues  is  provided  below. 

o According  to  the  citizens  in  attendance,  the  majority  of  them  have  spent  the  last 
25-30  years  defending  the  Peninsula  Watershed  against  projects  like  the  proposed 
San  Mateo  Golf  Course. 

o If  you  allow  the  public  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  do  it  through  a SFWD- 
controlled  docent  program  on  specific  trails. 


1 


o It  was  mentioned  that  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  California  Native  Plant 
Society’s  Santa  Clara  Valley  Chapter  (Belmont  to  Gilroy)  voted  to  take  the 
following  position  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  in  light  of  the  current  Watershed 
Management  planning  effort:  keep  it  the  way  it  is. 

o Members  of  the  group  urged  SFWD  not  to  sell  any  of  its  land,  to  hold  on  to  what 
it  has  and  to  acquire  additional  parcels,  such  as  the  Appolonia  Canyon  near  the 
Browning  Ferris  Industries  (BFI)  landfill,  which  has  fog  forest,  Old  Growth  Douglas 
Firs  and  potentially  endangered  plant  species. 

o Members  of  the  group  requested  information  as  to  which  party  was  exerting 
pressure  to  consider  public  and  recreational  access.  They  also  asked  who  has  the 
final-decision  making  power  regarding  the  way  SFWD  manages  the  watersheds. 
SFWD  explained  that  the  reason  for  the  planning  effort  is  twofold:  cumulative 
pressures  from  the  public,  coupled  with  the  internal  need  for  consistent  guidelines 
for  evaluating  each  new  proposal. 

o The  group  asked  for  clarification  regarding  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 
Area’s  (GGNRA)  role  in  the  planning  process  and  suggested  that  SFWD  directly 
involve  GGNRA  in  a joint  management  planning  effort.  Members  of  the  group 
regard  GGNRA  as  a protector  of  the  watershed  based  on  the  scenic  and 
recreational  easements  they  administer  over  part  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

SFWD  explained  that  GGNRA’s  number  one  priority  is  preservation  of  land  for 
recreation  purposes  and  that  the  SFWD’s  number  one  priority  was  protecting  water 
quality  and  water  resources.  Consequently,  it  is  important  that  SFWD  take  the 
lead  in  the  management  planning  effort,  although  GGNRA  has  been  briefed  and 
will  continue  to  be  consulted  throughout  the  planning  process. 

o Members  of  the  group  recommended  that  SFWD  complete  all  environmental 
studies  (EIRs)  before  any  public  meetings  are  held  so  that  the  public  is  aware  of 
environmental  constraints  and  has  realistic  expectations  about  what  is  possible. 
Reference  was  made  to  similar  proceedings  conducted  for  Edgewood  Park  which 
resulted  in  a delay  of  several  years  due  to  raised  expectations  on  the  part  of  the 
public. 

SFWD  responded  that  although  the  public  involvement  efforts  and  environmental 
studies  are  being  conducted  concurrently,  an  internal  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  comprised  of  SFWD  division  managers  is  developing  primary  and 
secondary  goals  concerning  protection  of  water  quality  and  water  resources. 
These  goals  will  be  presented  at  the  first  set  of  broad  public  workshops  to  explain 
the  SFWD  priorities/constraints. 
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o Regarding  the  issues  maps  and  key  concerns,  the  group  strongly  recommended 
that  overlays  be  created  to  clarify  the  following  "inventories": 

• existing  policies/easements/uses 

• proposed  uses 

• environmentally  sensitive  areas 

The  current  map  shows  key  concerns  regarding  both  existing  and  proposed  uses 
and  does  not  differentiate  between  the  two. 

o The  group  encouraged  the  consultant  team  to  review  all  existing  studies  and  plans 
for  the  Watershed. 

o Members  of  the  group  urged  SFWD  to  keep  the  study  scientific  and  not  to  be 
influenced  by  political  pressures. 

o All  members  of  the  group  expressed  their  opposition  to  the  proposed  San  Mateo 
County  Golf  Course  and  asked  SFWD  to  study  the  current  impacts  of  the  Crystal 
Springs  Golf  Course;  specifically  impacts  on  serpentine  grasses  and  impacts  of 
night  lighting  on  the  wildlife  habitat. 

o The  group  highlighted  the  international  significance  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  as 
a unique  resource. 

o Some  members  of  the  group  sought  clarification  of  the  consultant’s  approach  to 
the  study.  EDAW  replied  that  this  study  is  an  environmental  resource  planning 
study;  they  are  viewing  the  Peninsula  Watershed  as  a precious  resource  and  are 
looking  for  ways  to  enhance  and  preserve  that  resource. 

o The  group  emphasized  the  need  for  the  newsletter  to  be  educational  in  nature  and 
suggested  that  multiple  copies  be  sent  to  community  groups  and  libraries  along  the 
entire  Peninsula.  Several  group  members  offered  their  help  to  organize  this  effort. 

o Specific  environmental  issues  raised  by  the  group  to  be  addressed  in  the 
watershed  management  plans  include  the  following: 

• mountain  lions  and  their  large  migratory  area  requirements 

• groundwater 

• chaparral 

• Highway  280  drainage 

o Members  of  the  group  requested  that  a citizens  advisory  committee  be 
established,  or  that  citizen  representatives  be  allowed  to  serve  on  the  Watershed 
Planning  Committee. 
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o The  group  advised  SFWD  that  several  groups  are  very  determined  and  are  actively 
building  support  within  the  community  at  every  opportunity.  How  will  SFWD  control 
the  diverse  interests? 

o One  of  the  group  members  asked  SFWD  if  they  consider  the  Peninsula  Watershed 
to  be  a regionally  significant  resource?  Or  is  it  a San  Mateo  County  resource  to 
be  enhanced? 

o Regarding  operating  procedures,  one  of  the  group  members  requested  that  the 
impacts  of  existing  and  future  water  consumption  on  the  ecology  of  the  area  be 
studied.  SFWD  explained  that  the  Water  Department  is  under  obligation  to  supply 
water  to  new  developments. 

o Regarding  the  workshops,  the  group  supported  the  smaller,  facilitated  group 
approach,  but  still  see  the  need  for  the  opportunity  for  ongoing  involvement  (i.e., 
a Citizens  Advisory  Committee  [CAC]).  Other  recommendations  included  a 5-hour 
workshop  on  a Saturday  preceded  by  a field  trip  to  the  watershed.  Suggested 
places  include  San  Mateo  College. 

o A docent  program,  Friends  of  the  Watershed,  was  suggested.  Many  group 
members  volunteered  to  coordinate  the  docent  program  and  train  new  members. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Doug  Nadeau,  GGNRA 


Materials  Recommended  or  Received 

Times  Tribune  article  "Keep  out  - Don’t  tarnish  the  jewel  that  is  Crystal  Springs" 

San  Mateo  Weekly  article  "Future  treasure  or  trashland?  Take  down  the  fences  in 
Crystal  Springs;  But  preserve  watershed’s  pristine  ecological  state" 
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Keep  out 

Don’t  tarnish  the  jewel  that  is  Crystal  Springs 


-sr  f we  held  a contest  to  decide  the  best  rec- 

1 reational  use  for  the  Crystal  Springs  wat- 

| ershed,  we  could  come  up  with  some  in- 
teresting  proposals. 

Like  draining  part  of  the  reservoir,  flatten- 
ing the  surface  and  holding  tractor-pull  con- 
tests. 

Or  we  could  have  speed-boat  racing  along 
the  seven-mile  reservoir 
system  with  hot  dog 
stands  placed  at  strategic 
spectator  spots. 

In  keeping  with  the 
Foothills  Park  policy,  we 
could  have  separate  pic- 
nic sites  for  Palo  Alto  and 
non-Palo  Alto  residents. 

There  are  all  sorts  of 
recreational  possibilities 
for  the  watershed,  which 
stretches  from  Wooaside 
to  San  Bruno  west  of  In- 
terstate 280.  But  the  best 
use  of  the  land  is  to  simply 
leave  it  alone. 

Pressure  from  all  sorts  of  groups  is  increas- 
ing to  open  up  more  of  the  watershed  for  vari- 
ous recreational  pursuits.  Bikers,  hikers, 
golfers,  equestrians,  fishermen,  motorcy- 
clists and  other  groups  all-want  access  to  the 
preserve.  Sen.  Quentin  Kopp.  I-San  Francis- 
co. had  the  gall  to  say  a shooting  range  would 
be  quite  appropriate  for  the  serene  setting. 

Support  for  expanding  the  existing  trails  is 
almost  unanimous.  The  trails  now  reach 
within  only  4.000  acres  of  the  23.000-acre  wa- 
tershed. 


The  watershed  is  operated  by  the  San  Fra., 
cisco  Water  Co.,  which  has  been  more  restric 
t’ive  about  public  use  than  water  agencies  ir 
other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  San  Franciscc 
water  officials  have  denied  public  access  be 
cause  of  concern  about  maintaining  the  quail 
ty  of  the  drinking-water  supply. 

But  with  plans  to  improve  the  walter-filtra 
tion  system,  the  water-pu 
rity  argument  would  m 
longer  justify'  the  denial  c 
some  recreational  uses. 

The  prevailing  viev 
seems  to  be  that  the  wa 
ershed  is  underused  an 
is  being  wasted. 

On  the  contrary,  w 
think  Crystal  Spring? 
value  to  the  Peninsui 
would  be  diminished  : 
the  unspoiled  settin 
were  disrupted  by  ir. 
creased  public  use.  if  any 
thing,  use  of  the  wa; 
ershed  should  be  more  restrictive.  Many  loca 
politicians,  including  Kopp,  have  enjoyed  e: 
elusive  picnic  grounds  near  Pilarcitos  Lak> 
This  elitist  privilege  should  be  abolished. 

Given  the  many  trails  and  the  extensiv 
network  of  open  space  districts  in  the  foe 
hills,  there  is  no  compelling  need  to  open  u 
more  of  Crystal  Springs  for  recreational  us- 
With  Crystal  Springs,  we  should  feel  fort; 
nate  to  have  such  a serene  backdrop  pr 
served  in  its  natural  state  so  close  to  the  su 
urban  Peninsula. 


Crystal  Springs'  value 
to  the  Peninsula  would  be 
diminished  if  the  unspoiled 
setting  were  disrupted  by 
increased  public  use 
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Opinion 


Future  treasure  or  trashland? 


Take  down  the  fences  in  Crystal  Springs 


But  preserve  watershed’s 
pristine  ecological  state 

In  most  parks  across  the  United  States  the 
public  is  allowed  unrestricted  access.  A few  parks 
keep  visitors  away  from  sensitive  ecological  ar- 
eas. At  the  other  extreme  is  Crystal  Springs  water- 
shed. 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  “off 
limits”  signs  on  approximately  83  percent  of  the 
23,000  acres  of  reservoirs  and  forests  that  make  up 
the  watershed. 

And  within  the  4,000  acres  open  to  the  public, 
the  water  department  only  permits  low-impact 
recreational  activities  such  as  hiking  and  biking. 

It’s  time  to  cut  off  the  padlocks  and  let  the  public 
enjoy  this  public  land.  San  Mateo  County  should 
begin  negotiating  with  San  Francisco  Water  De- 
partment to  expand  visitor  access  in  the  water- 
shed, which  is  located  west  of  Interstate  280  be- 
tween San  Bruno  and  Woodside. 


Other  water  agencies  have  more  relaxed  atti- 
tudes toward  public  use  of  their  lands.  In  both 
Marin  County  and  the  East  Bay,  watersheds  are 
crisscrossed  with  hiking  trails. 

Ideas  abound  on  new  recreational  alternatives 
for  Crystal  Springs  to  include:  another  golf  course, 
biking  and  motorcycling  trails,  equestrian  areas, 
fishing  docks  and  a skeet  shooting  range  which  is 
supported  by  state  Sen.  Quentin  Kopp. 

Lennie  Roberts  of  the  Committee  for  Green 
Foothills  warns  the  water  department  to  avoid  al- 
lowing “a  free-for-all”  to  occur  at  Crystal  Springs. 

We  agree. 

The  expansion  of  Crystal  Springs  must  be  care- 
fully planned.  Almost  everyone  supports  increas- 
ing the  number  of  hiking  trails,  but  some  of  the 
other  alternatives  may  adversely  affect  the  tran- 
quil atmosphere  of  the  preserve. 

Crystal  Springs  preserve  must  uphold  a delicate 
balance  and  we  urge  county  officials  to  start  the 
process  but  to  take  the  transition  slowly. 

Future  generations  of  Peninsula  families  will 
have  to  live  with  their  decisions. 


Save 

Edgewood  Park 
Coalition 


Audubon  Society, 

Golden  chapter 

Audubon  Society,  Sequoia  chapter 
Audubon  Society, 

Santa  Clara  Valley  chapter 
Bay  Area  Aryan 

California  Native  Plant  Society, 
state  organization 
California  Native  Plant  Society, 
Santa  Clara  Valley  chapter 
California  Native  Plant  Society, 
Yerba  Buena  chapter 


November  3,  1992 

Environmental  Services  Agency,  San  Mateo  Couni 
County  Government  Center 
Redwood  City  CA  94063 


P.O.  Box  3422 

Redwood  Cirv.  CA  9406^-! 

413-326-2726 


Dear  Mr.  Koenig: 


The  Save  Edgewood  Parle  Coalition  opposes  any  further  studies  toward  a golf 
course  at  Edgewood  County  Park.  Because  of  the  values  of  the  site,  the  Coalition 
firmly  believes  that  the  best  use  of  the  Edgewood  County-  Park  property  is  as  a 
Natural  Area  Preserve,  with  all  protection  appropriate  to  such  a designation. 


California  Oak  Foundation 
Dozens  Committee 
to  Complete  the  Refuge 
Committee  for  Green  Foothills 


We  respectfully  remind  the  County  that  an  inadequate  Stage  11  Environmental 
Impact  Report  was  the  subject  of  litigation  in  1983,  California  Nanve  Plan! 
Society  v.  County  of  San  Mateo,  settled  by  an  order  dated  December  17,  1985 


Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Emerald  Lake  Homeowners 
Association 

oends  of  Mills  Canyon 
Friends  of  Redwood  Gty 
Greenbell  Alliance 
MycologicaJ  Society 
of  San  Francisco 
Palomar  Park  Garden  Club 


Despite  the  strong  mandate  for  a preserve  from  the  35  organizations  (total 
membership  over  137,000),  11  businesses,  15,000  petition  signers,  dozens  of 
active  volunteers,  and  large  segments  of  the  general  public,  three  members  of  the 
San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors  have  voted  to  spend  yet  more  count) 
funds  on  a constraints  analysis  for  a golf  course.  Although  we  maintain  that  a golf 
course  of  any  size  on  Edgewood  Park  is  impossible,  we  nevertheless  inform  you 
that  any  constraints  analysis  for  a golf  course  on  any  part  of  the  park  must  include 
the  following  elements: 


Peninsula  Conservation  Center 
Peninsula  Re-Leaf 
Planning  and  Conservation  League 
Runners  for  Edgewood  Part 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow 


1.  Complete  and  up-to-date  mappings  cf  all  geological  features  of  the  park 

2.  Travel  patterns  of  chrysotile  asbestos  released  from  Edgewood  serpentine 
dunne  construction  into  air  and/or  water:  effects  of  the  presence  of  chrysotile 
asbestos  in  air  and/or  water. 


San  Mateo  County  Horsemen  s 
Association 

Save  the  Watershed  Committee 
Siena  Dub.  Loma  Pricta  chapter 
Siena  Club.  Bay  chapter 
Trail  Center 

Western  Horticultural  Society 
Woodside- Atherton  Garden  Club 
Woodside  Striders 
Businesses 

High  Country  Hardware, 
eowood  Gty 

•uinners  High  H.  Menlo  Park 
Wild  Bird  Center,  San  Carlos 
Yerba  Buena  Nursery,  Woodside 


3.  Ground  water  recharge  patterns  in  and  adjacent  to  the  park. 

4.  Patterns  of  water  flow  from  the  park  to  the  San  Francisco  watershed  and  its 
reservoirs. 


Organizations  and  businesses  joining  the  Coalition  after  letterhead  was  printed: 


Bay  .Area  Amphibian  and  Reptile  Society- 
Bay  Area  Land  watch 
Earth  Circus 

Ecology  Action -'Common  Ground 
Ecology  Club.  Burlingame  High  School 
Hillsborough  Garden  Club 
Peninsula  Humane  Society- 
Red  wood  Democratic  Club 


Bavlands  Nursery.  East  Palo  Alto 
Curtis  Technical  Writing  Co,  .Atherton 
The  Dry  Garden.  Berkeley 
Greening  .Associates.  Santa  Cruz 
In  .Any  Event.  Woodside 
Merlin  Engineering.  Palo  Aho 
Nam  e RevivaL  Campbell 
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5.  Hydrogeology  (study  of  the  dynamics  of  water  movement)  of  Edgewood's  serpentine 
substrate;  investigation  of  the  effects  of  added  water  and  topsoil  drainage  to  serpentine 
substrate. 

6.  Complete  mapping  of  all  seeps,  streams,  ponds,  springs,  riparian  corridors,  and  wetlands  in. 
and  adjacent  to  the  park. 

7.  Complete  mappings  of  all  biota  with  particular  attention  to  all  (year-round)  habitats  of 
federally  and  state-listed  endangered  and  threatened  plant  and  animal  species  and  candidate 
species.  This  element  is  part  of  the  out-of-court  settlement  of  1985  mentioned  above. 

8.  Complete  documentation  of  all  plant  and  animal  habitats  in  the  park,  and  of  all  plant 
communities,  with  particular  attention  to  special  plant  communities  inventoried  for  the  State 
Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  as  required  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act. 

9.  Complete  mapping  of  migratory  patterns  of  birds  and  mammals  whose  habitat  includes  the 
park  and  adjacent  lands. 

10.  Study  of  the  impact  of  night  lighting  on  all  wildlife  documented  at  the  park. 

1 1.  A complete  fiscal  analysis,  which  must  include  all  public  and  private  costs  for  design, 
construction,  and  operation,  including  the  highly  specialized  costs  of  dealing  with  the 
characteristics  of  the  site. 

This  complete  fiscal  analysis  must  be  done  by  an  outside  consultant,  that  is.  not  a County 
agency  or  other  interested  party,  pursuant  to  the  out-of-court  settlement  of  1985  mentioned 
previously. 

12.  Complete  documentation  of  all  ongoing  scientific  studies  and  educational  uses  of  any  part  of 
the  park;  estimates  of  the  effects  of  the  loss  of  research  subjects  on  such  scientific  studies  and 
educational  uses. 

13.  Survey  of  visitor  usage  at  Edgewood  County  Park,  including  groups,  for  the  last  12  years. 

14.  Estimate  of  effects  of  increased  traffic  on  local  roads,  including  road  improvements  required. 

15.  Estimate  of  effects  of  increased  use  of  other  trails  in  the  park  due  to  the  loss  of  trails  to  golf 
course  development,  and  of  effects  on  sensitive  plant  and  animal  communities  adjacent  to  such 
trails. 

16.  Estimate  of  effects  of  loss  of  access  routes  into  the  park  on  remaining  access  routes,  and  of 
effects  on  sensitive  plant  and  animal  communities  adjacent  to  such  routes. 

17.  Safety  and  liability  factors  for  visitors  (pedestrian  and  equestrian,  all  ages)  of  all  golf  course- 
related  activities. 

18.  Legal  and  other  constraints  on  building  a facility  that  affects  the  San  Francisco  watershed. 

19.  Complete  analysis  of  the  effects  of  a golf  course  of  any  size  or  driving  range  of  any  size  on  the 
park  and  adjacent  sensitive  areas,  including  introduction  of  exotic  soils  and  vegetation, 
irrigation,  and  use  of  pesticides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  rodenticides,  and  fertilizers. 

20.  Complete  analysis  of  the  effects  of  construction  on  the  park  and  adjacent  sensitive  areas, 
including  earthmovmg,  use  of  heavy  equipment,  and  explosives. 

21.  Complete  analysis  of  buffer  zones  required  for  each  sensitive  habitat  in  the  park  and  for 
adjacent  sensitive  areas. 
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All  studies  must  be  accomplished  by  qualified  and  impartial  personnel  and  must  be  accompanied 
by  appropriate  documentation.  All  studies  involving  natural  features  must  take  account  of  seasonal 
and  year-to-year  variation,  particularly  drought-related  variation,  and  provide  for  maximum 
preservation  of  all  of  Edgewood’s  natural  features. 

Again,  we  urge  that  the  County  reconsider  spending  any  more  of  the  taxpayers'  money  on  any 
activity  toward  a golf  course  at  Edgewood  Park  and  return  to  its  resolution  to  declare  Edgewood  a 
Natural  Area  Preserve.  Edgewood  Park,  beautiful,  irreplaceable,  is  the  jewel  in  the  crown  of  San 
Mateo  county  parks;  it  must  be  preserved. 


Carolyn  Curtis  „ 

Coordinator,  Save  Edgewood  Park  Coalition 

cc:  William  Schumacher,  Chair,  San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Supervisor  Tom  Huening 
Supervisor  Anna  Eshoo 
Supervisor  Tom  Nolan 
Supervisor  Mary  Griffin 

David  Christy.  Director,  San  Mateo  County  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Frank  Jordan,  Mayor,  City  of  San  Francisco 
Bill  Maher.  San  Francisco  City  and  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Thomas  J.  Elzev,  General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Ed  Stewart,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Watershed  Resource 
Brian  O'Neill,  General  Superintendent,  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
Wayne  White,  Field  Supervisor,  Sacramento  Field  Office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Chris  Nagano,  Entomologist,  Sacramento  Field  Office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Jan  Knight,  Botanist,  Sacramento  Field  Office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Ken  Berg.  Coordinator,  Endangered  Plant  Program.  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game 

Deborah  Hillyard.  Plant  Ecologist,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Susan  Cochrane,  Chief,  Natural  Heritage  Division,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Mark  Skinner.  Botanist,  California  Native  Plant  Society 

Thomas  Reid  Associates 

Robert  Trent  Jones  II 

Marc  Mihaly,  Shute,  Mihaly  & Weinberger 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (POST) 
Issues  Summary 
November  4,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Audrey  Rust,  Executive  Director,  POST 

John  Wade,  Director  of  Land  Protection,  POST 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  Executive  Director  and  the  Director  of  Land 
Protection  for  the  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to 
identify  issues  that  POST  would  like  to  see  addressed  in  the  San  Francisco  Watershed 
Management  planning  effort,  specifically  as  they  apply  to  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

A preliminary  workplan/schedule  and  reduced  copies  of  the  Alameda  and  Peninsula 
Watershed  issues  maps  and  key  concerns  were  distributed.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview 
of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goals  and  an  overview  of 
the  workplan.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the  schedule  and  the  issues. 
Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

POST  provided  the  Team  with  informational  packets  regarding  the  Peninsula  Open  Space 
Trust,  as  well  as  the  purpose  and  history  of  the  trust  and  specific  information  regarding 
the  Phleger  Estate  which  is  adjacent  to  the  Watershed. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (POST) 

o POST  is  a private,  nonprofit  land  conservancy.  The  mission  of  POST  is  to 
preserve  and  protect  land  on  the  Peninsula  as  a permanent  natural  resource. 
POST  considers  itself  to  be  a "land  saving"  organization  that  acquires  property, 
restores  it  (if  needed),  and  transfers  it  to  an  end  user.  To  ensure  that  the  land  is 
protected  after  ownership  is  transferred,  POST  often  establishes  and  manages 
conservation  easements  and  other  guidelines  that  the  land  owner/manager  must 
follow.  They  have  preserved  23,000  acres  to  date. 

o POST  was  founded  in  1977  as  a private  arm  of  the  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open 
Space  District.  They  now  function  as  a separate,  private  entity,  but  work  in 
conjunction  with  the  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  to  secure 
management  of  easements  and  land  which  has  been  acquired. 
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o Acquisition  funds  are  supplied  by  "gift  dollars"  from  POST’s  2,500  contributing 
supporters.  (A  detailed  description  of  POST’s  mission,  operations  and 
accomplishments  is  attached.) 

o POSTs  projects  are  located  within  the  following  boundaries:  south  (Morgan  Hill); 
north  (Pacifica);  east  (Skyline);  west  (Pacific  Coast). 


Phleger  Estate 

o POST  expressed  concern  regarding  a misstatement  that  they  intend  to  subdivide 
the  Phleger  Estate.  POST  emphasized  that  this  action  is  in  direct  conflict  with  their 
mission.  They  asked  SFWD  and  consultants  to  relay  this  information  to  SFWD 
staff  and  to  any  other  members  of  the  public  with  whom  we  talk  to  regarding  the 
Phleger  Estate. 

o The  1 ,257-acre  Phleger  Estate  is  located  in  Woodside.  The  Phleger  Estate  is  its 
own  watershed.  No  water  drains  from  the  Phleger  property  to  the  Peninsula 
Watershed. 

o Private  homes  on  the  Phleger  Estate  are  not  part  of  the  acquisition.  The  largest 
home  is  owned  by  the  Moore  family  and  is  under  a very  restrictive  conservation 
easement  owned  by  POST.  Jean  Phleger  owns  a smaller  home  and  25  acres  on 
the  Phleger  Estate.  She  may  be  seeking  water  rights  to  prepare  the  property  for 
subdivision. 

o To  secure  the  Phleger  Estate,  POST  put  down  a $14.5  million  downpayment  in 
August  1991  which  they  obtained  through  a private  fundraising  campaign.  The 
remaining  balance  of  $10.5  million  is  due  in  August  1994.  POST  is  seeking  the 
balance  from  federal  funds  to  complete  the  purchase  of  the  property. 

o In  1 991 , shortly  after  the  initial  downpayment,  POST  hired  a resource  planning  firm 
to  develop  a management  plan  to  help  meet  federal  requirements  administered  by 
the  National  Park  Service/GGNRA.  In  June  1992,  the  boundary  of  GGNRA’s 
easement  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  was  extended  to  cover  the  Phleger  Estate 
so  that  it  will  be  preserved  "for  all  time”  as  a national  park.  According  to  POST, 
the  recreational  easement  boundary  legislation  empowers  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  the  land. 

o Upon  final  purchase  of  the  Phleger  Estate,  POST  will  transfer  ownership  of  both 
the  land  and  the  easement  to  another  party.  Management  of  the  land  is  now 
provided  by  the  Woodside  Trail  Club.  POST  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  to  manage  the  land. 
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POST  considers  the  Phleger  Estate  to  be  an  appropriate  transition  of  land  use 
between  Huddart  Park,  where  there  is  existing  recreational  use,  and  the  Peninsula 
Watershed,  which  has  been  subject  to  low  or  no  use. 


Peninsula  Watershed  Issues 

o POSTs  Board  of  Directors  recently  passed  a resolution  to  not  take  a position 
regarding  the  Peninsula  Watershed  in  order  to  avoid  any  conflict  of  interest  and 
to  maintain  POST’s  position  as  a nonadvocacy  group.  However,  they  would  be 
concerned  about  activities  adjacent  to  the  watershed. 

o POST  expressed  that  they  would  like  to  see  the  SFWD  support  their  efforts  in 
Washington,  D.C.  to  obtain  GGNRA  funding  for  the  purchase  of  the  Phleger 
Estate. 

o The  issue  of  resource  management/fire  management  was  raised  by  POST.  There 
is  a fire  lane  on  the  northern  boundary  between  the  Phleger  Estate  and  the 
Peninsula  Watershed.  The  forests  on  the  estate  are  dense  and  provide  fuel  for 
fire.  POST  can  not  determine  whether  a fire  at  the  turn  of  the  century  actually 
extended  past  Huddart  Park  to  their  property.  Prescribed  burns  were  discussed 
and  it  was  acknowledged  that  concerns  regarding  air  quality,  fire  management, 
vegetation  management  and  wildlife  habitat  often  preclude  prescribed  burns. 

o Soil  erosion  is  another  concern  regarding  the  fire  break.  POST  mentioned  the 
"skid  trails”  at  Richards  Road.  SFWD  stated  that  they  are  studying  ways  to  divert 
the  fire  lane  to  the  contours  of  the  decline  to  minimize  erosion.  SFWD  will  conduct 
vegetation  management  and  erosion  control  studies  on  the  fire  lane  that  POST  and 
SFWD  share. 

o POST  observed  that  sea  gulls  have  increased  dramatically  on  the  Crystal  Springs 
Reservoir.  Speculation  is  that  the  increase  can  be  attributed  to  activities  at  the 
Browning  Ferris  Industries  (BFI)  landfill  located  adjacent  to  the  watershed. 


Recommended  Contacts 

San  Mateo  County  Mounted  Patrol 

San  Mateo  County  Horseman’s  Association 

Craig  Britain,  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District 
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Materials  Recommended  or  Received 


POST  Informational  Packet 

Resource  Management  Plan  for  Phleger  Estate 

Attachments 

POST  Mission,  Operations,  Accomplishments,  Board  of  Directors,  Project  Map 
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PENINSULA  OPEN  SPACE  TRUST 


3000  SAND  HILL  ROAD.  4-1  35 
MENLO  PARK,  CALIFORNIA  94025 
(415)  854-7696 


Mission 

The  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (POST)  is  a private,  nonprofit  land  conservancy 
whose  mission  is  the  preservation  of  the  beauty,  character  and  diversity  of  the 
San  Francisco  Peninsula  landscape.  POST  is  the  only  private,  nonprofit  land  trust 
serving  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties. 

POST  was  founded  in  1977  because  of  two  guiding  principles:  we  believe  that 
open  lands  are  necessary  for  a quality  life,  and  that  we  must  care  for  land  today  so 
that  future  generations  may  enjoy  its  physical  and  spiritual  benefits  tomorrow. 

In  its  fourteen  year  history,  POST  has  helped  protect  over  23,000  acres  as 
permanent  open  space  in  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties.  This  work  has 
focused  on  the  creation  of  a Peninsula  greenbelt  and  wildlife  corridor  stretching 
from  Pacifica  to  San  Jose,  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

POST  has  2,500  active  supporters  whose  contributions  make  POSTs  land 
protection  efforts  possible. 

How  POST  does  its  work 

POST  creates  dedicated  open  space  lands  through  acceptance  of  gifts,  private 
purchase,  and  cooperative  efforts  with  public  agencies.  It  encourages  the  use  of 
these  lands  for  agriculture,  recreation,  wildlife  habitat  and  natural  resource 
protection. 

Although  preservation  is  POSTs  primary  focus,  it  encourages  and  facilitates  the 
use  of  protected  lands  for  public  enjoyment.  POST  builds  trails  (including 
handicapped  access),  restores  damaged  lands,  and  helps  improve  the  viability  of 
agricultural  land. 

POST  does  not  operate  parks  and  preserves,  but  typically  transfers  land  to  public 
agencies  or  private  buyers  after  appropriate  conservation  restrictions  are  in  place 
and  needed  improvements  made. 

Approximately  90%  of  POST's  land-protection  work  requires  our  working 
effectively,  collaboratively,  and  confidentially  with  individuals,  public  agencies, 
and  state  and  federal  agencies.  Our  work  can  take  many  forms,  including  raising 
funds  or  receiving  gifts  of  land;  working  with  landowners  over  a period  of  many 
year;,  responding  quickly  to  opportunities  for  acquiring  land;  and  holding  open 
space  lands  until  public  funds  are  available. 


Mission  Statement 
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• Windy  Hill,  Portola  Valley:  In  1981  POST  transferred  537  acres  to  the 
MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  at  half  its  fair  market  value  in  order 
to  create  Windy  Hill  Open  Space  Preserve.  Raised  funds  to  build  eight  mile  loop 
trail  and  short  "anniversary  view  trail"  at  top  of  hill.  Facilitated  purchase  of  415- 
acre  addition  to  the  preserve. 

• New  Chicago  Marsh,  Alviso:  Since  1985  POST  has  been  working  on  the 
acquisition  and  restoration  of  New  Chicago  Marsh.  The  eventual  goal  is  to 
include  the  marsh  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  POST 
developed  a plan  for  marsh  restoration  and  planned  construction  of  observation 
deck  at  Alviso  Environmental  Education  Center,  utilizing  funds  received  from 
settlement  money  for  environmental  damage  suit.  The  marsh  is  home  to  blue 
heron,  snowy  egret  and  ring-necked  pheasant. 

• Sanborn  Road,  Saratoga:  Added  117  acres  to  Sanborn  County  Park,  ensuring 
permanent  protection  for  and  public  access  to  a former  Indian  encampment  area 
where  tanoaks  and  grinding  stones  are  located  next  to  redwoods  along  a perennial 
stream.  Fifteen  acres  of  adjacent  private  vineyard  given  permanent  protection. 

• Crittendon  Marsh,  Mountain  View:  Gift  of  54  acres  near  Moffett  Field  became 
Stevens  Creek  Nature  Study  Area  and  an  important  link  in  bayfront  trails. 

• Ano  Nuevo,  San  Mateo  Coast:  Purchase  of  land  and  options  brought 
protection  in  1986  to  240  acres  of  agricultural  land  between  Ano  Nuevo  State 
Reserve  and  Cascade  Ranch.  Facilitated  acquisition  of  3,896  acres  for  a new  state 
park. 
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Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  Board  of  Directors 


MELVIN  B.  LANE 

Former  Chairman  of  the  Board,  Lane  Publishing  Company;  first  Chairman, 

San  Francisco  Bay  and  Development  Commission;  Vice  Chairman,  World 
Wildlife  Fund;  first  Chairman,  California  Coastal  Commission;  former 
member  Board  of  Trustees,  Stanford  University;  resident  of  Atherton. 

NORMAN  E.  MATTEONI 

Attorney,  Matteoni,  Saxe  & Nanda,  specializing  in  land  use  and  condemnation 
law;  Vice  President,  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust;  former  attorney  in  Santa 
Clara  County  Counsel's  Office;  former  Parks  Commissioner,  Planning 
Commissioner  and  City  Council  member  of  City  of  Saratoga;  author,  California 
Continuing  Education  of  Bar  Condemnation  Practice  in  California;  resident  of 
Los  Gatos. 

DAVID  W.  MITCHELL 

Attorney,  partner,  McCutchen,  Doyle,  Brown  & Enersen,  specializing  in  tax  law; 
member  Board  of  Trustees,  Community  Foundation  of  Santa  Clara  County; 
former  Chairman,  United  Way  of  Santa  Clara  County;  resident  of  Palo  Alto. 

F.  WARD  PAINE 

Partner,  OSCCO  Ventures,  venture  capital  firm;  founding  member  and  first 
President,  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust;  founder  and  former  President, 
Peninsula  Conservation  Foundation;  member  Advisory  Board,  Environmental 
Volunteers;  resident  of  Portola  Valley. 

ANNE  WESTERFIELD 

Member  Board  of  Trustees  and  Chairman  Garden  Committee,  Filoli  Center; 
member  and  former  Conservation  Chairman,  Hillsborough  Garden  Club; 

Vice  Chairman,  Scholarship  Committee  and  former  Vice  President,  Garden 
Club  of  America;  former  member  Board  of  Trustees,  Coyote  Point  Museum; 
resident  of  Hillsborough. 
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RICHARD  C LIVERMORE  - Judge,  San  Mateo  County;  member  Advisory  Board, 
Audubon  Canyon  Ranch;  member  Advisory  Board,  The  Trail  Center;  member 
Board  of  Trustees,  Trinity  Child  and  Family  Institute;  member  Board  of  Trustees, 
Maria  Kip  Orphanage  Fund;  resident  of  Menlo  Park. 

ROBERT  W.  McINTYRE  - Senior  Vice  President  and  Chief  Financial  Officer,  The 
Trust  for  Public  Land;  Treasurer,  The  Robert  C.  Wheeler  Foundation;  resident  of 
Palo  Alto. 

ANTHONY  P.  MEIER  - Partner,  Hockey-Meier  Company,  Real  Estate  Investment; 
member.  Board  of  Governors,  Stanford  Associates;  member.  Board  of  Directors, 
Palo  Alto  Area  YMCA;  resident  of  Atherton. 

ROBERT  H.  MILLER  - Attorney,  Chairman  of  Tax  Department,  Ware  & 
Freidenrich;  member.  Board  of  Directors,  Peninsula  Center  for  the  Blind;  member. 
Board  of  Directors,  Technology  Resource  Assistance  Center;  member.  Board  of 
Directors,  ShareData,  Inc.;  resident  of  Menlo  Park. 

JAMES  E.  MITCHELL  - Secretary/Treasurer,  Lane  Publishing  Company;  former 
member.  Board  of  Directors,  YMCA;  resident  of  Palo  Alto. 

GORDON  E.  MOORE  - Founder  and  Chairman,  Intel  Corporation;  resident  of  Los 
Altos  Hills. 

BETTE  MOORMAN  - Community  volunteer;  advisor.  Child  Advocacy  Council; 
resident  of  Atherton. 

ALAN  H.  NICHOLS  - Attorney,  partner,  Nichols  Doi  & Rapaport,  specializing  in 
estate  law;  author;  resident  of  San  Francisco. 

SUSAN  P.  ORR  - Founder  and  President,  Technology  Resource  Assistance  Center- 
member,  Board  of  Trustees,  Children's  Health  Council;  community  volunteer; 
resident  of  Stanford. 

PAUL  O.  REIMER  - President,  Reimer  Associates,  engineering  planning  firm; 
member.  Board  of  Directors,  Coyote  Point  Museum;  resident  of  Palo  Alto. 

BARBARA  DOYLE  ROUPE  - Attorney;  advisor.  The  Community  Foundation  of 
Santa  Clara  County;  community  volunteer;  resident  of  Saratoga. 

WILLIAM  F.  SCANDLING  - Founder,  Saga  Corporation;  resident  of  Atherton. 
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Alameda 


Contra  Costa 


Santa  Clara 


Santa  Cruz 


Our  own  private 

WILDERNESS  H 


Imagine  this  scene:  A bobcat  creeps  through  high  grass  like  a burglar  sneaking  through  an 
unlocked  window,  stalking  a cottontail.  In  a nearby  meadow,  a dozen  deer  graze  in  si- 
lence, the  only  noise  in  the  air  the  chattering  of  squirrels  playing  tag  nearby  on  a 1 50-year- 
old  oak.  A redtail  hawk  circles  overhead,  using  rising  thermals  to  stay  aloft  without  a wingbeat. 
Along  an  adjacent  dirt  path,  little  birds  hiding  under  bushes  make  crunch-crunch  sounds  as 
they  hop  around  on  old  leaves.  A small  stream  pours  crystal-pure  water  down  the  center  of  a 


The  unspoiled 
natural  beauty  of 
the  Phleger  Estate 
is  reflected  in  the 
sparkling  rush  of  crys- 
tal-clear water  in 
“Waterfall,  West 
Union  Creek,” oppo- 
site page.  At  left,  a 
blanket  of  summer  fog 
shrouds  the  area  in 
“Scarper  View.” 
Above,  the  simple 
shapes  and  light  of 
“Redwood  Sorrel.  ” 


Photographs  by  Robert  Buelteman 
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“A  redwood  forest  [is]  a place  for  old 
souls  who  like  old  things.  ”In  the  pristine 
forest  of  the  Phleger  Estate  and  the  near- 
by Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  watershed, 
Rob  Buelteman  found  that  feeling  in  the 
trees  themselves:  “Fairy  Ring,” below, 
and  “Black  Forest  Sunrise,  ” opposite. 


densely  wooded  canyon,  with  refracted 
sunlight  pouring  through  the  branches  of 
madrones,  oaks  and  redwoods.  You  take  a 
deep  breath  and  can  taste  the  pureness, 
then  smell  the  scent  of  woods  and  water 
and,  before  long,  every  cell  in  your  body 
starts  to  feel  alive. 

Now,  imagine  such  a place  just  minutes 
from  San  Francisco,  and  accessible  to  visi- 
tors year-round. 

Well,  it’s  not  completely  a fantasy:  This 


beautiful  place  exists.  Known  as  the 
Phleger  Estate,  it’s  one  of  the  prettiest  and 
most  pristine  of  Bay  Area  wildlands. 
Located  in  the  Woodside  foothills  on  the 
San  Francisco  Peninsula,  just  a minute’s 
drive  from  Highway  280  near  Edge  wood 
and  Canada  roads,  the  land  covers  1,257 
acres  of  forest  and  watershed  from  Skyline 
Drive  to  280.  For  most  of  this  century,  this 
piece  of  property  has  been  kept  secret  and 
protected  behind  a massive  stone  gate. 


That  may  soon  change.  This  summer, 
Congress  and  President  Bush  approved 
the  Phleger  Estate  for  inclusion  in  the 
Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area, 
which  surrounds  it.  The  only  hitch  re- 
maining — and  it’s  a big  one  — is  that 
funds  necessary  to  purchase  the  land  must 
be  included  in  the  federal  budget.  That 
could  happen  as  early  as  this  fall. 

The  addition  of  tide  Phleger  Estate  to 
the  GGNRA  would  be  the  final  link  in  an 
unbroken  Peninsula  greenbelt  from  South 
San  Francisco  to  San  Jose.  Hiking  north  to 
south,  it  would  be  possible  to  walk  from 
Sweeney  Ridge  above  San  Bruno  all  the 
way  to  Portola  Valley  or,  hiking  east  to 
west,  from  Edge  wood  Park  in  Redwood 
City  all  the  way  to  the  outskirts  of  Half 
Moon  Bay  at  Purisima  Creek  Redwoods. 

It  would  also  mean  a victory  for  a group 
of  dedicated  conservationists  over  develop- 
ment interests.  The  Peninsula  Open  Space 
Trust,  an  organization  with  about  3,000 
members  headed  by  Audrey  Rust,  a persis- 
tent woman  who  understands  the  financial 
realities  of  conservation,  has  been  the  dri- 
ving force  behind  keeping  Phleger  wild.  In 
the  process  of  saving  it  as  open  space, 
Rust’s  group  is  proving  once  and  for  all  how 
you  protect  unique,  natural  areas  such  as 
this:  You  buy  them 

When  Mary  Elena  Phleger  died  in 
December  1990,  she  left  behind  her  estate, 
this  vast  wonderland.  You  don’t  need  to  be  a 
developer  with  a cash  register  for  a brain  to 
figure  out  that  subdividing  it  into  50  25-acre 
parcels,  then  adding  homes  worth  a few  mil- 
lion on  each  one,  could  mean  the  chance  to 
clear  perhaps  $ 100  million  in  a few  years. 

But  before  she  died,  Phleger  and  her 
family  asked  the  Trust  to  make  a competi- 
tive bid  against  three  commercial  real  es- 
tate outfits.  The  Trust  offered  $25  million, 
and  the  Phleger  family  accepted,  contin- 
gent on  the  purchase  being  completed  by 
December  1993. 

For  its  part,  the  Trust  has  raised  $14.5 
million  of  that  amount.  The  money  came 
from  new  donations  for  the  project  ($6  mil- 
lion), the  Trust’s  revolving  land  acquisi- 
tion fund  ($2.5  million),  a grant  from  the 
Save  the  Redwoods  League  ($2.5  million) 
and  the  sale  of  the  property’s  mansion 
($3.5  million).  The  remaining  $10.5  mil- 
lion is  what  the  Trust  is  counting  on 
Congress  to  approve. 

“Keeping  the  western  hillsides  and 
coastal  plains  in  open  space  is  not  just  for 
human  enjoyment,”  said  Rust,  executive 
director  of  the  Peninsula  Open  Space 
Trust.  “It  will  create  a corridor  for  people 
trails,  (but)  it  will  increase  the  total  num- 
ber of  protected  wild  acres  that  support  a 
myriad  of  creatures. 

“We  are  only  a few  of  us,  but  we  try  hard 


“ B P I a c e 1 i n Mi  e H e a r \ ’ 
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Most  landscape  photogra- 
phers are  more  interested  in 
the  journalistic  side  of  nature,’  says 
Rob  Buelteman.  “What  I try  to  pho- 
tograph is  more  a place  in  the 
heart,  a dream-scape  rather  than 
landscape.  Tm  more  interested  in 
light  forms,  shape  and  abstraction 
than  documentation.” 

Buelteman,  38,  has  been  bring- 
ing together  art  and  nature  in  his 
photos  for  more  than  20  years.  An 
exhibit  of  the  best  of  this  work,  in- 
cluding images  of  the  Phleger 
Estate,  has  just  opened  at  Vision  Gallery,  1155  Mission  St  in  San  Francisco. 

Along  with  Phleger  Estate  photos,  Vision  Gallery  will  display  black-and-white  silver- 
gelatin  prints  from  three  other  portfolios  of  Buelteman’s  work:  Interpretations  of  the 
Natural  Scene,  documenting  12  years  of  travel  through  the  western  United  States;  The 
Unseen  Peninsula,  depicting  the  protected  watershed  area  of  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir; 
and  images  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  from  a portfolio  in  progress. 

Buelteman,  who  grew  up  in  Woodside  not  far  from  the  Phleger  Estate,  is  a Montara 
resident  A commercial  as  well  as  fine  art  photographer,  his  studio  is  located  at  237  Clara 
St.  in  San  Francisco. 

“Robert  Buelteman,  Photographs”  is  on  exhibit  through  Sept  12  at  Vision  Gallery. 
Gallery  hours  are  9 nm.  to  6 p.m.,  Monday  through  Saturday.  Telephone  (415)  621-2107.  ■ 


to  do  what  we  do,”  she  said.  “It  is  very  sat- 
isfying to  know  we  are  protecting  beauti- 
ful, wild  places  forever.  You  can  go  out  and 
kick  the  dirt  and  know  you  had  something 
to  do  with  protecting  it.” 

A visit  to  the  property  makes 
the  Trust’s  persistence  in 
this  project  understandable. 
Anyone  who  has  seen  the 
Phleger  Estate,  even  from 
afar,  has  an  idea  ofhow  special  a place  it  is. 
From  Highway 280,  you  can  watch  wisps  of 
summer  fog  slip  down  the  slopes,  working 
their  way  across  the  miles  of  tree  tops.  It  is 
also  impressive  from  an  airplane,  where 
one  sees  the  concrete  band  of  humanity  on 
the  Bay  Area  flatlands  broken  first  by  more 
lightly  settled  foothills,  then  giving  way  to 
virtual  wilderness,  with  woodlands,  creeks 
and  hidden  lakes  in  canyons.  But  it  is  when 
you  travel  it  on  foot  that  you  start  to  feel  the 
magic  of  the  place  as  well  as  see  it 

A redwood  forest  creates  an  atmos- 
phere like  no  other,  a place  for  old  souls 
who  like  old  things.  Below  the  giant  forest 


canopy  are  cradles  of  ferns,  beds  of  old, 
crunchy  leaves,  three-leaf  clover,  mush- 
rooms and  banana  slugs.  It  is  a cool,  quiet 
place,  where  you  can  find  pleasure  in  just 
sitting  against  the  trunk  of  a tree  and  let- 
ting your  cares  all  drift  away. 

It’s  like  parting  the  drapes  of  a window 
and  getting  a glimpse  of  a world  that  is  in 
a different  orbit  than  that  of  mass  human- 
ity. Out  here  there  are  no  winners  and  no 
losers,  no  heroes  and  no  boms,  only  visi- 
tors who  share  a pristine  environment, 
then  leave  it  as  they  found  it.  The  experi- 
ence can  make  you  glow  from  the  inside 
for  days.  ■ 

For  more  information  about  the  Phleger 
Estate,  write  to  the  Peninsula  Open  Space 
Trust,  3000  Sand  Hill  Road,  Building  4, 
Suite  135,  Menlo  Park  CA  94025,  or  call 
(415)854-7696. 


Examiner  outdoors  writer  Tom  Stienstra 
was  recently  named  California’s  Outdoors 
Writer  of  the  Year  by  his  colleagues.  His 
columns  appear  Wednesdays  and  Sundays 
in  The  Examiners  sports  pages. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Caltrout 
Issues  Summary 
November  5,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Jim  Hamilton,  Conservation  Director,  Caltrout 

Dave  Baker,  Bay  Area  Manager,  Caltrout 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  ED  AW 
Alice  Rich,  Alice  Rich  Associates 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  the  Team’s  fisheries  specialist  Alice  Rich  met  with  Caltrout  to 
identify  issues  that  should  be  considered  in  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management 
planning  effort  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds. 

Issues  maps  of  each  watershed  with  key  concerns  identified  were  displayed,  as  well  as 
a large  version  of  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule.  Reduced  versions  of  all  the 
displays  were  distributed  to  the  group.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and 
purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goals,  the  involvement  of  the  Watershed 
Planning  Committee  and  highlighted  the  key  issues.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the 
team,  highlighting  fisheries  specialist  Alice  Rich.  She  then  reviewed  the  workplan  and 
schedule.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

o Jim  Hamilton  has  already  provided  PAM  with  a list  of  fishing  interests  in  the  Bay 
Area  and  around  the  State  in  response  to  PAM’s  research  for  the  project  mailing 
list.  During  the  meeting,  Mr.  Hamilton  suggested  that  the  Team  approach  the 
following  specific  groups  to  set  up  a meeting: 

• Trout  Unlimited 

• United  Anglers 

• California  Sportfishing  Protection  Alliance 

• Northern  California  Council  Federation  of  Fly  Fishers 

o Caltrout  requested  specific  information  about  the  workplan,  in  terms  of  the  time 
and  money  allocated  to  the  following  activities: 

• riparian  studies 

• watershed  impacts 

• fish  population  assessment 

• macro-invertebrate  or  other  biological  studies 

SFWD  responded  that  all  of  the  field  studies  listed  above  are  included  in  the  next 
phase  (Phase  2)  of  the  workplan  and  that  approximately  $30,000  of  the  total 
$750,000  allocated  to  Phase  2 was  for  fish  population  assessments. 
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o Caltrout  staff  expressed  their  concern  that  the  amount  of  time  and  money  was 
inadequate  for  the  task  and  should  be  increased  by  5 times  or  $1 50,000.  Caltrout 
asked  if  more  money  could  be  reallocated  to  the  fish  population  assessments. 
They  stressed  the  importance  of  assessing  the  fish  populations  at  the  stream 
channel  first  and  working  up  the  stream  from  there. 

o Caltrout  stressed  the  importance  of  comprehensive  baseline  data.  It  is  important 
to  know  existing  conditions  before  the  Team  begins  to  evaluate  potential  impacts 
of  proposed  uses.  They  mentioned  the  need  to  include  relatively  undisturbed 
watershed  lands  in  the  baseline  data  collection  studies. 

o Caltrout  advised  SFWD  not  to  duplicate  studies  that  have  already  been  conducted 
by  groups  like  the  Nature  Conservancy  and  California  Native  Plant  Society.  They 
urged  SFWD  to  seek  opportunities  to  reallocate  resources  to  other  areas  in  need, 
such  as  fisheries. 

o in  the  meeting,  each  groups’  end  goals  were  clarified:  SFWD’s  number  one 
priority  is  the  preservation  of  water  quality;  Caltrout’s  priority  is  the  restoration  and 
management  of  trout  and  steelhead  populations. 

o Caltrout  cited  one  of  the  biggest  impacts  of  the  construction  of  the  reservoirs  on 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  was  the  loss  of  anadromous  fisheries.  However,  many 
landlocked  species  can  still  be  restored  and  managed. 

o Caltrout  voiced  concern  regarding  the  Department  of  Fish  & Game’s 
mismanagement  of  fisheries  on  the  Peninsula. 

o Caltrout  recommends  that  feral  pigs  be  designated  for  "pest  management"  rather 
than  "sport  hunting." 

o Caltrout  recommends  controlled  public  use  of  Crystal  Springs  reservoir  for  fishing 
purposes.  Permits  would  be  issued  and  SFWD  would  be  responsible  for  enforcing 
controls. 

o Caltrout  acknowledged  the  need  for  more  recreational  opportunities  in  closer 
proximity  to  urban  areas,  particularly  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Alameda  Watershed.  A 
conjunctive  use  program  is  advocated  by  Caltrout  on  Calaveras. 

o Caltrout  indicated  that  there  are  landlocked  steelhead  on  the  Arroyo  Hondo 
tributary  that  are  16-20"  long,  very  large  and  very  unique.  Controlled,  non- 
consumptive angling  is  recommended  for  this  fishery.  Standards  would  be  set  in 
terms  of  acceptable  impacts  and  acceptable  mortality.  They  feel  that  the  Arroyo 
Hondo  area  is  pristine  and  should  be  designated  a state  or  national  park. 


2 


' 

* 

. 


o A primary  goal  of  Caltrout  is  to  protect  indigenous  populations  by  enforcing  "no 
bait"  angling  policies  and  by  preventing  the  introduction  of  hatchery  trout  into  the 
streams. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  a fishing  proposal  submitted  by  Caltrout.  Caltrout 
stated  that  United  Anglers  was  not  involved  and  should  not  be  credited. 

o Caltrout  expressed  interest  in  keeping  informed  regarding  ongoing  studies  on  other 
potential  fisheries,  i.e.,  Alameda  Creek  and  Pilarcitos  Creek. 

o Appolonia  Creek  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  was  described  as  a "trout  ghetto." 

o Regarding  the  maps  showing  key  concerns,  Caltrout  recommended  that  SFWD 
amend  the  maps  based  on  recent  interviews  so  that  they  are  more  accurate  in 
terms  of  priorities.  Caltrout  recommended  a category  titled  "Fisheries 
Management"  to  be  added  to  the  list  of  key  concerns. 

o Caltrout  volunteered  to  sit  in  on  all  future  meetings  with  environmental  agencies 
or  groups.  They  consider  themselves  to  be  "watch  dogs"  and  have  the  technical 
background  to  ensure  that  all  scientific  information  is  being  considered. 

o Caltrout  suggested  that  an  agency  steering  committee  be  formed  (outside  of  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee)  to  serve  as  watch  dogs  throughout  the  watershed 
management  planning  process.  Groups  recommended  for  membership  to  the 
committee  were  Caltrout,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  Audubon  Society, 
GGNRA,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District,  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
and  all  participating  counties  (i.e.,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  Alameda  and  Santa 
Clara). 

o At  their  meeting  in  May  1992,  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  identified 
Calaveras  Reservoir  and  Arroyo  Hondo  as  the  two  highest  priority  fisheries  in  the 
Bay  Area. 

Recommended  Contacts 

• Trout  Unlimited 

• United  Anglers 

• California  Sportfishing  Protection  Alliance 

• Richard  Esmirian,  Northern  California  Council  Federation  of  Fly  Fishers 

• Livermore  Fly  Fishers 

• Diablo  Fly  Fishers 

• Mission  Peak  Fly  Anglers 

• Golden  Gate  Womens  Fly  Fishing  Organization 

• Golden  Gate  Angling  and  Casting 

• Peninsula  Fly  Fishers 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  with  Biodiversity  Interests 
Issues  Summary 
November  12,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Michael  Vasey,  Conservation  Biology,  San  Francisco  State 

University 

Dan  Murphy,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society/California 
Academy  of  Sciences 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Fred  Euphrat,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 
Trish  Tatarian,  ESA 

Marcia  Bedford,  Public  Affairs  Management 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  identify  and  discuss  issues  and  concerns  related 
to  biodiversity  preservation  in  the  watershed  areas.  The  SFWD  gave  an  overview  of 
the  history  and  purpose  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans.  EDAW  gave  a brief 
presentation  on  the  team,  workplan,  schedule  and  public  outreach  activities.  Issues 
maps  of  each  watershed,  with  the  concerns  identified,  were  displayed  and  copies  of 
the  project  schedule  were  distributed. 

Mike  Vasey,  Coordinator  for  the  Conservation  Biology  Program  at  San  Francisco  State 
University,  is  also  very  active  with  the  Santa  Cruz  Mountain  Biodiversity  Task  Force 
that  conducts  ecological  restorations.  The  SF  State  program  is  currently  conducting 
studies  that  look  at  patterns  of  biodiversity  compared  to  land  ownership  and  land  use. 
The  ongoing  species  inventory  and  distribution  database  is  being  developed  to  support 
ongoing  land  management.  This  SF  State  (regional)  study  will  provide  good 
comparative  information  with  the  U.C.  Santa  Barbara  (statewide)  study.  The  SF  State 
study  will  provide  continuous  community  mapping.  Mr.  Vasey  is  also  involved  in  a 
study  that  looks  at  what  fish  are  eating  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  at  the  upper  end  of 
Camp  Ohlone  and  Little  Yosemite  Canyon. 

Mr.  Murphy  is  a member  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  conducts  tours  of 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  for  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  is  familiar  with 
the  Peninsula  Watershed. 
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A summary  of  the  discussion  and  issues  is  provided  below. 

o Interview  participants  stated  that  the  watershed  areas  have  remained  intact  as 
biological  reserves.  Now  there  must  be  an  intent  to  preserve  these  lands.  In 
order  to  address  this,  maximum  public  restriction  is  highly  desirable.  Public 
access  to  the  watershed  areas  may  have  permanent  and  negative  impacts. 
Given  the  enormous  cost  to  recreate  these  environments,  the  focus  should  be 
on  their  preservation  and  the  intention  to  maintain  the  lands  as  undisturbed. 

o If  public  access  is  allowed,  it  should  be  managed  through  tight  restrictions. 

Examples  include  Audubon  Canyon  Ranch  in  Bolinas  which  is  accessible  to  the 
public  only  between  mid-March  and  mid-July.  School  programs  provide  another 
option  for  restricted  access.  To  maintain  the  beauty  and  biological  integrity  of 
400  acres  at  the  Bouverie  Audubon  Preserve  in  Sonoma,  access  is  only 
possible  accompanied  by  a docent. 

o According  to  the  interview  participants,  the  public  perceives  the  watersheds  as 
private  recreation  areas  for  specific  groups. 

o This  planning  process  provides  an  excellent  opportunity  to  take  an  objective 
view  of  the  land  and  document  the  biological  diversity  as  well  as  conduct  an 
assessment  of  the  human  uses  of  the  land. 

o There  is  strong  opposition  within  the  academic/biodiversity  community  to 
allowing  fishing  in  the  watersheds. 

o Access  to  water  should  be  restricted. 

o Consideration  should  be  given  to  extending  marshlands  around  water  areas  to 
help  enhance  wildlife  values  and  control  erosion. 

o The  issue  of  invasive  species  is  considered  very  important  with  regard  to 
maintaining  biodiversity  in  the  watershed  areas.  One  way  to  discourage 
invasive  species  is  to  prevent  habitat  fragmentation  caused  by  roads,  trails, 
cattle  trails,  etc.  Habitat  fragmentation  has  encouraged  the  invasion  of  feral 
cats  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o Land  Management  is  required  to  create  and  preserve  the  natural  biological 
diversity.  The  landscape  and  the  biological  population  have  changed, 
especially  in  the  Alameda  Watershed,  in  response  to  land  management  choices 
(i.e.,  grazing  vs.  non-grazing). 
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o Prescribed  burning  (once  every  five  years)  would  be  one  way  to  manage  large 
tracts  of  watershed  lands,  although  area  residents  may  not  be  supportive  of  fire 
as  a land  management  practice. 

o The  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  was  discussed  and  an  alternate  route  along  the 
periphery  of  the  watershed  was  identified  which  would  cause  much  less 
disturbance  to  the  environment.  The  importance  of  creating  and/or  maintaining 
expanses  of  land  which  are  not  disturbed  was  stressed. 

o There  is  a lot  of  public  appeal  in  preserving  biodiversity.  The  public  should  be 
encouraged  to  participate  in  conservation  activities.  Funding,  training  and  jobs 
are  considered  priorities  in  a much  needed  industry. 

o ESA  will  meet  with  SF  State  to  coordinate  and  compare  mapping  and  database 
information.  A number  of  specific  individuals  and  studies  were  recommended 
to  contact  or  review.  These  are  summarized  below. 

Recommended  Contacts 

• Mike  Wade,  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (Land  use/open  space  GIS  layer) 

• Andy  Richardson,  California  Department  of  Forestry  (used  to  manage  the  San 

Francisco  State  University  GIS  Center  Map) 

• Gerry  Davis  and  Trish  Foshi,  San  Francisco  State  University  (GIS  Specialists) 

• Peter  Metropolis  - San  Mateo  County  breeding  bird  atlas  project 

• Study  on  Fisheries  and  Food  Chain  - Alameda  Creek 

John  Haffernick,  San  Francisco  State  Entomologist 
Rob  Lighting,  EPA  Fisheries  Biologist 
Mike  Vasey  San  Francisco  State  University 

• Society  for  Conservation  Biology  (a  new  chapter  interested  in  conservation 
issues) 

Jake  Sig  and  Sue  Smith,  California  Native  Plant  Society 
Xerxes  - Society  for  Preservation  of  Insects 
Ray  Peterson,  Audubon  Canyon  Ranch 
Leslie  Saul  - San  Francisco  Zoo 

Iris  Baptista,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  (may  have  contact  or  staff  who  is 
familiar  with  biodiversity  issues) 

Frank  Davis,  University  of  California  Santa  Barbara  biodiversity  study 
Malcolm  Margolin,  study  on  invasive  species 
Tom  Parker,  Fire  Ecologist 
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Materials  Recommended  or  Received 


San  Mateo  and  San  Francisco  counties  are  currently  conducting  studies  documenting 
biological  resources.  Santa  Clara  and  Santa  Cruz  counties  have  completed  biological 
resources  studies. 


Species  Distribution  Information 

Golden  Gate  Audubon  - for  Christmas  count  data 

(far  northwest  corner  of  Peninsula  Watershed) 
Sequoia  Audubon  - Peter  Metropolis 

(study  covers  core  of  Peninsula) 

Ohlone  Audubon  - for  data  on  Alameda  Watershed 
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Department  of  Biology 
415  338-1957 


Michael  C.  Vasey 

Coordinator.  Conservation  Biology  Program 


rsity 


Department  ot  Biology 
Telephone  4 1 S/338- 1 548 
Facsimile  415  338-2295 


in  Francisco  State  University 

00  Holloway  Avenue 
n Francisco.  California  94132 


November  19,  1992 


Ms.  Tina  Stott 
EDAW,  Inc. 

753  Davis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Subject:  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Water  District  Properties 

Dear  Ms.  Stott: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  contribute  to  your  initial  organizational  effort  in 
carring  out  the  above  project.  I would  like  to  continue  to  participate  in  any  way  that 
would  be  helpful  to  your  effort. 

Enclosed  find  some  of  my  business  cards.  My  fax  number  is  (415)  338-2295. 

I look  forward  to  hearing  from  you. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Michael  Vasey 
Coordinator 

Conservation  Biology  Program 
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The  City's  University 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  with  Santa  Clara  County  Ranchers 
Issues  Summary 
November  13,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Bob  Benson,  Santa  Clara  County  Cattlemen’s  Association 

Garry  E.  Stoddard,  Rancher 
Glenn  Dolfin,  Mt.  Hamilton  Range 
Improvement  Association 
Rex  Lindsay,  Rancher/Consultant 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  representatives  of  the  local  cattlemen  in  Santa 
Clara  County  to  identify  the  issues  that  should  be  considered  in  the  management 
planning  effort.  Their  primary  concern  was  the  Alameda  Watershed  as  each 
cattleman  owns  land  within  the  hydrologic  watershed  but  not  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
actual  study  area. 

Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the 
history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  SFWD  preliminary  goals  and  the  involvement  of 
the  PUC  and  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the 
team,  the  workplan  and  schedule  and  the  public  outreach  program. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  issues  is  provided  below. 

o Rex  Lindsay  questioned  whether  SFWD  has  riparian  rights  and  water  rights 
beyond  their  ownership  boundary  and  if  these  rights  were  listed  in  the  deeds. 
SFWD  responded  that  the  Team  is  still  in  the  process  of  determining  how  the 
plan  will  address  lands  that  are  not  owned  by  SFWD. 

o The  three  interview  participants  are  members  of  a group  called  the  Property 
Rights  Coalition,  an  organization  dedicated  to  maintaining  property  rights. 

o The  landowners  feel  that  their  property  rights  are  consistently  threatened.  The 
headwaters  of  Alameda  Creek  are  located  on  Rex  Lindsay’s  land.  The  group 
referenced  an  initiative  that  was  proposed  by  an  environmental  group  for  the 
1992  ballot.  This  initiative  would  have  required  any  creek,  stream  or  drainage 
area  to  be  protected  along  its  length  by  a fence  located  100’  from  the  creek  on 
either  side.  The  initiative  would  have  allowed  cattle  grazing  only  with  a permit 
from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  & Game.  The  proposal  did  not  make  it 
onto  the  ballot,  largely  due  to  the  efforts  of  the  Property  Rights  Coalition. 


o The  group  expressed  concern  that  SFWD’s  current  practice  of  issuing  grazing 
leases  to  the  highest  bidder  encourages  overgrazing.  It  was  suggested  that 
SFWD  look  at  the  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District’s  grazing  practices. 

o Members  of  the  group  questioned  why  environmental  groups  were  considered 
stakeholders  and  were  being  interviewed  as  part  of  the  plan.  SFWD  responded 
that  good  communication  with  all  the  stakeholders  will  help  direct  the  public 
outreach  effort  on  developing  sound  policies  reached  by  consensus. 

o A primary  concern  of  the  group  is  the  potential  impacts  of  the  watershed 
management  plan  on  existing  uses.  For  example,  they  do  not  want  existing 
grazing  leases  or  practices  to  be  discontinued  or  regulated.  Instead,  they 
stated  their  preference  for  the  plan’s  policies  to  protect  current  land  uses  and 
restrict  future  land  development  to  specific  uses. 

o They  asked  for  clarification  regarding  who  will  be  making  the  decisions.  SFWD 
responded  that  the  PUC  will  make  the  final  decision  regarding  the  proposed 
watershed  management  plan. 

o A major  concern  is  that  SFWD  will  attempt  to  expand  its  sphere  of  influence 
beyond  the  land  it  owns.  The  group  wants  to  know  how  decisions  made  by 
SFWD  will  impact  adjacent  lands. 

o The  group  recommended  that  the  Team  not  release  data  generated  for  this 
study  to  the  general  public. 

o Members  of  the  group  do  not  support  trails  on  private  land. 


Recommended  Contacts: 

Alameda/Contra  Costa  County  Cattlemen’s  Association 
Tony  Fields,  ph.  (510)  886-5606 
Dave  Dalporto,  Past  President,  ph.  (520)  684-2025 
East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 

Ray  Pinsky  (specialist  re  grazing  issues;  understands  grazing  and 
landowner  issues) 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  (MPROSD) 
Issues  Summary 
November  17,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Randy  Anderson,  Planning  Manager,  MPROSD 

Craig  Britain,  Land  Acquisitions  Manager,  MPROSD 
Alice  Cummings,  Resource  Planner,  MPROSD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  to  learn 
about  their  operations  and  to  identify  the  issues  they  feel  should  be  considered  in  the 
watershed  management  plan  with  regard  to  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort.  He  also  described  each  watershed  and  highlighted  the  key  concerns 
identified  by  the  SFWD.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and 
workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities,  as  well  as 
the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  and  the  development  of  the  SFWD  primary  and 
secondary  goals. 

The  staff  of  the  MidPeninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  provided  the  Team  with  the 
history  and  background  of  the  MPROSD.  The  MPROSD  was  established  in  1972  as  a 
special  government  agency.  There  are  currently  60  employees  that  work  out  of  offices 
in  Los  Altos  and  on  Skyline  Ridge.  They  were  initially  formed  to  buy  open  space  for 
Santa  Clara  County,  but  have  since  expanded  to  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Cruz  counties. 
Their  vision  is  to  acquire  and  preserve  a continuous  greenbelt  from  San  Francisco  to 
Santa  Cruz.  They  currently  own  and  manage  35,000  acres,  in  23  preserves.  The  stated 
objective  of  the  MPROSD’s  operations  is  to  restore  lands  to  their  natural  state  and 
increase  biodiversity. 

As  Planning  Manager,  Randy  Anderson  is  responsible  for  maintenance  and  capital 
improvement  projects,  land  use  management  plans,  analysis  and  acquisition  of  sites  and 
interagency  coordination.  Alice  Cummings,  Resource  Manager,  is  involved  with  biological 
studies  and  information,  coordinating  the  environmental  process  and  applying  for  grants 
for  acquisition  funds.  Craig  Britain  is  in  charge  of  field  management  of  all  lands. 
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A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

o The  main  charter  of  MPROSD  is  to  establish  an  urban  greenbelt  along  the 
Peninsula.  Many  of  the  open  space  lands  acquired  have  parks  and  hiking  trails 
on  them.  However,  it  is  not  the  MPROSD’s  intent  to  provide  park  services  in  the 
spirit  of  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District.  They  have  neither  the  funding  nor  the 
resources  to  maintain  that  type  of  service.  Instead,  their  primary  occupation  is 
field  management  to  preserve  the  natural  environment. 

o MPROSD  requested  clarification  regarding  the  PUC’s  involvement.  SFWD 
responded  that  the  PUC  will  have  final  approval  of  the  watershed  management 
plans. 

o MPROSD  considers  the  Peninsula  Watershed  to  be  part  of  the  greenbelt.  Most 
of  MPROSD  lands  share  coterminous  boundaries  with  the  Peninsula  Watershed 
lands. 

o MPROSD’s  most  pertinent  preserves  are  the  Pulgas  Ridge  (adjacent  to  Peninsula 
Watershed  land  near  Edgewood)  and  the  Purissima  Preserve  (further  south). 

o Pulgas  Ridge  has  been  identified  as  the  preserve  most  in  need  of  repair  and 
restoration.  Fuel  build-up  resulting  from  development  is  a concern.  The  MPROSD 
intends  to  develop  a more  detailed  plan  for  restoring  the  preserve. 

o MPROSD  suggested  that  joint  fire  management  strategies  could  be  developed 
between  MPROSD,  SFWD  and  the  California  Department  of  Forestry  (CDF). 

o MPROSD  is  currently  appraising  the  Bendidetti  property  adjacent  to  the  Peninsula 
Watershed.  The  City  of  San  Carlos  voted  down  a proposal  for  residential 
development  on  this  property. 

o Regarding  the  Phleger  Estate,  MPROSD  acknowledged  that  they  are  contributing 
funds  to  the  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  for  purchase  of  the  property  and  may 
play  a part  in  its  management. 

o MPROSD  does  not  have  a comprehensive  management  plan.  However,  they  have 
broad  policies  approved  by  their  board  of  directors  that  provide  guidelines.  Current 
land  use  policies  allow  hiking  and  bicycles  on  trails;  no  shooting  or  fishing. 

o Although  MPROSD’s  basic  policies  allow  only  low-intensity  recreational  activities 
on  their  lands,  they  will  not  take  a position  on  proposed  golf  courses.  MPROSD 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  San  Mateo  County  regarding  the  Edgewood 
Preserve  with  a provision  that  allows  the  development  of  a golf  course. 
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o MPROSD  acknowledged  the  impacts  of  bicycle  use,  including  conflicts  with  other 
recreational  activities  (i.e.,  hiking),  safety  and  liability  issues  and  damages  to  land 
resources. 

o Regarding  trails,  MPROSD  has  representation  on  most  of  the  region’s  trail 
committees,  including  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council  and  the  San  Mateo  Trails 
Committee.  Their  intent  is  to  establish  a leadership  role  and  serve  as  a watchdog 
in  the  development  of  trail  plans  and  policies. 

o Regarding  the  proposed  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  proposed,  MPROSD  stated  that  the 
trail  should  be  on  the  periphery  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  not  on  the  ridge. 

o MPROSD  mentioned  the  proposed  Redwood  City-to-the-Sea  Trail  which  would  go 
through  Edgewood,  Canada,  the  Phleger  Estate,  connecting  with  the  Ridge  Trail 
and  continuing  through  Purissima  Canyon  to  the  coast.  This  trail  is  proposed  to 
be  the  northern  compliment  to  the  Skyline-to-the-Sea  Trail  by  Highway  92. 

o Regarding  fishing,  MPROSD  mentioned  two  reservoirs  on  the  Skyline  Ridge 
Preserve,  stating  that  the  impacts  of  fishing  activities  were  considered  to  be 
unacceptable  by  their  Board  of  Directors. 

o MPROSD  stated  that  they  want  to  establish  a communication  channel  with  SFWD 
and  to  work  cooperatively  on  the  following  issues: 

• Vegetation  management 

• GIS  development 

• Cooperative  land  management  efforts 

• Joint  management  of  a public  parking  area  for  the  public  to  access  the 

Pulgas  Ridge  Preserve  (one  possible  site  is  the  Caltrans  vista  overlook) 

• Joint  acquisition/management  of  a "sliver"  of  property  that  is  now  landlocked 
between  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  Pulgas  Ridge 

o MPROSD  requested  a separate  meeting  with  SFWD  to  discuss  joint  objectives  for 
vegetation  management. 

o MPROSD  asked  if  SFWD  has  any  concerns  regarding  the  Redwood  Center 
(rehabilitation  clinic)  at  the  entrance  of  the  Pulgas  Ridge  Preserve.  At  this  time, 
SFWD  does  not  have  any  issues  regarding  the  facility. 

o MPROSD  offered  to  manage  any  watershed  lands  that  SFWD  was  willing  to  offer 
for  trail  use.  SFWD  stated  the  Department’s  need  to  deal  with  only  one  land 
management  group  for  each  watershed:  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  for  the 
Alameda  Watershed  and  San  Mateo  County  for  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 


3 


o MPROSD  built  a 7,000  square-foot  nature  center  on  Skyline  Boulevard  and  Alpine 
called  the  Daniel  Center  which  includes  a parking  lot,  trails  and  ADA 
(handicapped)  facilities.  A membership  program  was  established  to  raise  funds 
to  build  the  facility.  The  center  was  the  result  of  a process  to  develop  a 20-year 
plan  for  the  preserve.  Several  public  meetings  were  held  to  discuss  all  possible 
options.  The  predominant  message  received  from  the  public  was  that  they  did  not 
want  any  further  development  above  and  beyond  the  nature  center. 

o MPROSD  staff  referenced  a 1988  State  survey  of  citizens  which  revealed  that 
people  overwhelmingly  prefer  the  following  low-intensity  uses  (in  order  of  priority): 

• walking* 

• nature  center 

• bicycling 

• hiking* 

• Walking  and  hiking  were  considered  two  different  activities  in  the  survey. 

o MPROSD  indicated  their  support  for  the  watershed  management  planning  effort 
and  for  restrictive  uses. 


Recommended  Contacts 

David  Soho,  California  State  Department  of  Forestry 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

MPROSD  Policies 

1988  State  Survey  on  preferences  regarding  recreational  activities 
Maps  of  Pulgas  Ridge  and  Purissima  Preserves 

Study  conducted  by  Del  Woods  regarding  other  agencies’  policies  regarding  the  uses  of 
trails. 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers 
Issues  Summary 
November  19,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Jack  O’Shea,  Supervisor,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers 

Michael  Byrne,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Lower  Crystal 
Springs  Reservoir/Cahill  Ridge) 

Gayle  Ciandi,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (San  Andreas 
Reservoir) 

John  Chapman,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Lower 
Crystal  Springs  Reservoir) 

John  Lynch,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Upper  Crystal 
Springs  Cottage) 

Tim  Barkenhus,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Pilarcitos 
Creek) 

Kristina  Wuslich,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Fifield  Valley) 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

cc:  Durward  Erwin,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper  (Upper  Crystal 

Springs  Reservoir) 

Steve  Lassard,  Peninsula  Watershed  Keeper 
(Edgewood/Canada  Road) 

SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers  to  learn  key  issues 
to  be  addressed  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans.  Issues  maps  of  both 
watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced  copies  of  the  issues 
maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed.  Ed  Stewart  gave  an 
overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort.  He 
also  described  each  watershed  and  highlighted  the  key  concerns  identified  by  the  SFWD. 
Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided 
an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities,  as  well  as  the  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  and  the  development  of  the  SFWD  primary  and  secondary  goals. 

The  Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers  described  their  operations.  There  are  five  zones  that 
include  three  reservoirs  and  are  patrolled  by  eight  watershed  keepers.  The  watershed 
keepers  interface  regularly  with  the  San  Mateo  County  Parks  staff,  the  San  Mateo  County 
Sheriffs  Department  and  the  California  Department  of  Forestry.  The  watershed  keepers 
are  the  self-described  "eyes  and  ears  of  the  watershed."  They  regularly  patrol  for  security 
leaks  and  perform  lake  readings. 
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A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below. 

o It  is  believed  that  a rare  snake  habitat  exists  behind  the  Pulgas  Temple.  This 
habitat  was  restored  by  SFWD. 

o The  Watershed  Keepers  strongly  recommended  that  the  Team  meet  with 
Department  of  Fish  & Game  Wardens  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Rangers  who 
have  hands-on  experience  on  the  watershed,  rather  than  management  and  the 
consultants  who  rarely  visit  the  watershed. 

o The  group  expressed  that  trapping  release  practices  of  the  Peninsula  Humane 
Society  should  be  addressed  in  the  management  plans.  SFWD  noted  that  all 
releases  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  are  currently  on  hold. 

o Fire  is  the  watershed  keepers’  primary  concern.  Public  access  to  the  watershed 
and  years  of  undergrowth  build-up  were  cited  as  key  factors.  It  was  suggested 
that  the  Team  initiate  joint  fire  management  planning  efforts  with  the  California 
Department  of  Forestry. 

o Security  is  the  number  one  responsibility  and  priority  of  the  watershed  keepers. 
They  do  not  want  to  take  on  any  other  activity  that  might  divert  them  from  their 
security  tasks.  This  includes  docent  responsibilities. 

o The  group  expressed  concern  regarding  human  impacts  such  as  litter,  garbage, 
fire  hazards,  disturbance  of  wildlife  habitat,  etc.  They  advised  the  Team  that  even 
the  most  well-intentioned  people  can  impact  the  watershed  negatively. 

o Preservation  of  historic  structures  on  the  watershed  was  another  key  issue.  Some 
date  back  to  the  late  1800’s.  Members  of  the  group  asked  if  the  Team  was 
intending  to  conduct  a historic  survey. 

o The  watershed  keepers  support  prescribed  burns. 

o Members  of  the  group  advised  the  Team  that  if  SFWD  opens  the  watershed  to  the 
public,  they  open  themselves  up  to  more  potentially  costly  lawsuits. 

o Joint  management  practices  and  procedures  must  be  established  between  SFWD, 
San  Mateo  County  and  GGNRA  with  regard  to  resource  management,  emergency 
response  and  security. 

o Regarding  trails,  the  group  cited  bicyclists  as  the  key  abusers  of  trails.  Hiking  trails 
along  Highway  92/Canada  Road,  Sawyer  Camp  Trail,  Skyline  Boulevard  and 
Sheeps  Camp  have  been  destroyed  by  bikes.  Key  impacts  include  loss  of  animal 
life,  littering  and  damage  to  fences  and  trails. 
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o Violations  of  dawn  to  dusk  rules  were  cited  as  another  security  and  liability  issue. 
Primary  abusers  are  joggers  and  young  adults  who  trespass  to  party. 

o Members  of  the  group  advised  the  team  that  once  the  SFWD  allows  the  public  any 
kind  of  access  on  the  watershed,  they  will  most  likely  want  more. 

o Illegal  dumping  of  refrigerators,  construction  debris  and  other  garbage  puts  the 
burden  on  the  watershed  keepers  to  haul  it  away. 

o The  watershed  keepers  indicated  that  trespassers  referred  to  as  "survival ists" 
make  their  home  on  the  watershed,  live  off  the  land,  keep  out  of  sight  until 
nighttime  when  they  light  camp  fires.  This  occurrence  was  cited  as  a major  fire 
hazard. 

o Regarding  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  (BART),  the  watershed  keepers  say  that  a 
continuous  trail  along  the  Peninsula  is  precluded  by  development  and  cannot  be 
achieved.  They  recommend  that  BART  use  the  east  side  of  the  watershed  to  link 
trails  with  existing  emergency  roads.  They  advised  the  Team  that  the  San  Mateo 
County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  supports  BART. 

o Regarding  docent  visits  on  the  watershed,  members  of  the  group  supported  this 
type  of  controlled  public  access,  if  led  by  qualified  people.  Ann  Bushnell  of  the 
Santa  Clara  Lyceum  and  Al  Seuber  of  the  Coyote  Point  Museum  were  suggested 
as  contacts.  Any  other  groups  would  have  to  be  educated. 

o Scientific  study  groups  on  the  watershed,  such  as  the  Nature  Conservancy  are  not 
considered  a problem.  They  regard  access  to  the  watershed  as  a privilege. 

o Equestrian  groups  are  held  in  high  regard  by  the  watershed  keepers.  They  are 
required  to  undergo  a thorough  security  check  before  receiving  a permit.  They  are 
responsible  and  respectful  and  actually  help  the  keepers  patrol  the  watershed.  It 
is  estimated  that  approximately  50  of  250  equestrians  use  the  trails  on  the 
watershed.  The  watershed  keepers  consider  them  to  be  true  "friends  of  the 
watershed"  and  requested  that  the  Team  not  impose  any  disincentives  or 
increased  fees  for  the  equestrians. 

o There  is  a concern  regarding  the  "clearing"  of  ferns,  flowers  and  mushrooms  on 
the  watershed.  It  is  destroying  the  habitat. 

o Lyme  disease  caused  by  ticks  is  a growing  concern. 

o Watershed  keepers  recommended  that  a survey  be  conducted  to  assess  the  use 
of  existing  parks  (e.g.,  Huddart)  before  additional  recreational  uses  are  considered. 
Impacts  such  as  erosion,  garbage,  etc.  should  also  be  addressed. 
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o The  watershed  keepers  see  a need  for  San  Mateo  County  and  other  agencies  to 
provide  more  comprehensive  and  accurate  information  and  maps  on  existing  parks 
to  the  public.  They  feel  this  would  reduce  the  number  of  trespassers  on  the 
watershed  who  simply  do  not  know  about  the  other  recreational  opportunities 
available  to  them. 

o Mention  was  made  of  a series  of  articles  that  appeared  in  the  Peninsula  Times 
Tribune  about  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  The  article  series  was  followed  by  a 
public  opinion  survey  that  revealed  nearly  80%  of  respondents  wanted  to  keep  the 
watershed  closed  to  the  public. 

o "Friends  of  the  Watershed"  identified  by  the  watershed  keepers  include  early 
morning  walkers,  equestrians,  Santa  Clara  Lyceum  representatives,  Coyote  Point 
Museum  representatives  and  biologists  and  other  scientists. 

o The  watershed  keepers  urged  the  Team  to  tap  into  the  knowledge  of  the  old-timers 
who  have  lived  adjacent  to  the  watershed  for  several  years,  specifically  residents 
of  San  Mateo  Highlands  and  Crestview  Drive. 

o Another  recommendation  made  by  some  of  the  watershed  keepers  was  to  impose 
a fee  or  volunteer  community  service  on  high-use  trails  like  Sawyer  Camp  Trail. 
They  anticipated  that  San  Mateo  County  would  not  support  this  method. 

o Education  is  a key  factor  for  the  general  public,  as  well  as  environmental  groups 
like  the  Sierra  Club.  The  watershed  keepers  indicated  that  there  are  a lot  of 
people  who  think  they  know  about  the  environmental  and  safety  sensitivities  on  the 
watershed,  but  who  may  not  be  fully  aware. 

o Educational  materials  and  vehicles  suggested  by  the  watershed  keepers  include 
a kiosk  or  bulletin  board  at  entrances  to  the  watershed,  with  pictures  and 
explanations  of  the  endangered  species  and  habitats  within  the  watershed. 

o The  watershed  keepers  support  the  planned  public  workshop  approach  and  asked 
to  be  advised  of  the  date  and  times. 

o In  anticipation  of  the  consultant  team  beginning  field  studies  of  the  watershed  in 
1 993,  the  watershed  keepers  asked  that  the  dawn  to  dusk  hours  (8  a.m.  to  5 p.m.) 
hours  be  observed  by  the  consultants.  A meeting  will  be  arranged  between  the 
SFWD,  EDAW  and  the  watershed  keepers  to  establish  other  ground  rules. 
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Recommended  Contacts 


Department  of  Fish  & Game  Wardens  in  the  region  (Dennis  Mac  Gyver) 

Peninsula  Humane  Society 

San  Mateo  County  Rangers 

Lynn  Weaver,  San  Pedro  Valley  Park 

(See  attached  list  for  other  contacts.) 


Materials  Recommended  or  Received 

Peninsula  Times  Tribune  articles  and  survey  regarding  the  Peninsula  Watershed 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  San  Mateo  Coalition  of  Neighborhoods 
Issues  Summary 
December  1,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Doug  Davis,  Representative,  San  Mateo  Coalition  of 

Neighborhoods  (Emerald  Lakes  Neighborhood) 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  a representative  from  the  San  Mateo  Coalition  of 
Neighborhoods  to  determine  community  issues  regarding  management  of  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  that  should  be  considered  in  the  planning  effort. 

Issues  maps  were  displayed  of  both  watersheds  with  key  concerns  indicated.  A reduced 
copy  of  both  issues  maps,  as  well  as  a preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  provided  to 
Mr.  Davis.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the 
SFWD  preliminary  goals  and  the  involvement  of  the  PUC  and  Watershed  Planning 
Committee.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan/schedule  and  the 
issues  identified  to  date.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach 
activities. 

Doug  Davis  described  the  San  Mateo  Coalition  of  Neighborhoods  as  a group  of 
approximately  30  individual  neighborhoods  located  in  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County 
between  Burlingame  and  Redwood  City.  The  Coalition  was  first  formed  in  the  mid-80’s 
to  facilitate  the  County  permitting  process  to  help  get  sewers  into  the  unincorporated 
areas.  Shortly  thereafter,  development  increased  dramatically.  About  five  years  ago,  the 
Coalition  reorganized  into  specialized  committees  charged  with  developing  and 
implementing  a system  of  controls  designed  to  both  facilitate  the  permitting  process  for 
developers,  but  also  restrict  their  activities.  One  example  is  the  design  review  committee 
on  which  Mr.  Davis  represents  his  neighborhood,  Emerald  Lakes.  The  committee 
establishes  design  standards  and  practices  which  local  developers  and  homeowners  must 
meet.  The  Coalition  has  become  an  effective  lobby  group  and  has  built  close  working 
relationships  with  the  San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors.  According  to  Mr.  Davis, 
coordination  with  the  County  Planning  Department  and  elected  officials  regarding  land  use 
in  the  area  is  one  of  the  Coalition’s  key  functions. 
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A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 


o Based  on  Mr.  Davis’  informal  survey  of  Coalition  members  regarding 

management  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  the  general  position  is  that  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  should  remain  as  it  is  today.  Mr.  Davis  made  it  clear  that 
this  position  does  not  mean  that  they  are  opposed  to  any  of  the  proposed 
recreational  uses  --  unless  they  infringe  on  the  land  or  the  environment. 

o Members  of  the  Coalition  support  other  organizations  that  seek  to  preserve  the 
Peninsula  Watershed,  such  as  the  Save  Edgewood  Park  Coalition  and  the 
Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust  (POST).  Mr.  Davis  remarked  that  the  golf  course 
proposed  on  the  southern  watershed  would  impact  the  Phleger  Estate  and 
POST’s  mission  to  preserve  the  land. 

o Most  of  the  residents  that  live  around  the  watershed  consider  it  to  be  their 
home  and  want  to  protect  it. 

o Mr.  Davis  stated  that  several  members  of  the  Coalition  are  concerned  that  the 
City’s  current  financial  situation  may  cause  them  to  sell  off  the  watershed  lands 
to  meet  financial  obligations.  SFWD  responded  that  scenic  easements 
administered  by  GGNRA  prohibit  any  adverse  activity  on  the  SFWD  lands  that 
are  covered  under  the  easement.  In  addition,  no  land  use  activity  will  be 
permitted  until  after  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan  is 
completed  and  the  policies  are  in  place. 

o SFWD’s  historical  relationship  with  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
(GGNRA)  and  the  scenic  and  recreational  easements  was  questioned.  SFWD 
explained  that  the  easements  were  negotiated  as  part  of  a four-part  agreement 
between  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
State  of  California  Transportation  Department  (Caltrans)  and  the  County  of  San 
Mateo  when  Interstate  280  was  built.  The  agreement  allowed  SFWD  to 
preserve  its  water  rights  and  to  keep  the  highway  a distance  from  the 
reservoirs.  The  easement  restricts  potential  uses  on  the  watershed. 

o If  the  PUC’s  appointed  officials  make  the  final  decision  regarding  the  Watershed 
Management  Plan,  what  is  to  prevent  subsequent  administrations  from 
changing  the  plan’s  policies  and  interpretation  in  the  future?  SFWD  responded 
that  a key  part  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort  will  be  to  establish 
controls  that  will  help  preserve  the  primary  goals  of  the  Water  Department. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  need  to  view  and  manage  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  as  its  own  ecosystem. 
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o The  need  to  educate  the  public  was  emphasized  so  that  the  public  understands 
decisions  made  by  SFWD  and  the  PUC. 

o Mr.  Davis  is  a member  of  the  Woodside  Horse  Patrol  and  a frequent,  key- 
carrying visitor  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  Although  he  basically  supports 
trails,  he  is  concerned  about  the  cumulative  effects  and  security  impacts  of  this 
type  of  use  over  the  long  term. 

o Fire  was  cited  as  the  primary  fear  of  many  residents  of  the  neighborhoods 
adjacent  to  the  watershed.  Mr.  Davis  suggested  that  if  the  watershed  is 
opened,  increased  security  enforcement  and  a fire  maintenance  system  should 
be  implemented. 

o Mr.  Davis  mentioned  that,  as  host  to  many  international  visitors  who  recognize 
the  unique  beauty  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  he  has  gained  an  appreciation 
for  the  watershed  as  a unique  resource. 

o Concern  was  expressed  regarding  adverse  impacts  of  bright  lights  used  for 

recreational  uses  such  as  a shooting  range  or  a golf  course.  It  is  perceived  by 
members  of  the  Coalition  that  this  would  destroy  the  moonlit  view  of  the  area 
from  1-280  and  the  adjacent  neighborhoods. 

o If  a golf  course  was  built  on  the  watershed,  how  would  the  drainage  of  toxic 

chemicals  used  be  handled?  SFWD  responded  that  treatment  and  containment 
procedures  can  be  implemented  which  are  very  expensive. 

o Mr.  Davis  frequently  sees  deer,  hawks  and  owls  in  his  backyard.  He  stated  that 
the  presence  of  wildlife  contributes  to  an  increased  quality  of  life  as  well  as 
increased  home  values. 

o Mr.  Davis  offered  to  help  disseminate  the  project  newsletters  to  the 
neighborhood  groups  within  the  Coalition. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Woodside  Glens  Neighborhood 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

List  of  Members  of  the  San  Mateo  Coalition  of  Neighborhoods 
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Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Meeting  #3  Summary 

San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Millbrae 
Tuesday,  December  1,  1:30  p.m. 


Bob  Hickman,  SFWD^ 

Don  Larramendy,  SFWD^ 

Steve  Leonard,  SFWD  c 

Norm  Lougee,  SFWD©  ^ 

John  Mullane,  SFWD* 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD^ 

Jerry  Romani,  SFWD1' 

Ed  Stewart,  SFWD*'" 

Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD®  ^ 

( ttorneys  Office  (for  Josh  Milstein) 


Consultant  Team 

David  Blau,  EDAW  ^ 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW*' 
Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM‘/ 
Kelly  Stewart,  PAM  * 
Karen  Johnson,  JMM 


Meeting  Attendees: 


Committee  Members 


Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD^ 


cc:  Committee  Members 


Leo  Bauer,  SFWD  ^ 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  held  its  third  meeting  on 
Tuesday,  December  1,  1992.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  review  the  revised 
goals  and  objectives,  discuss  the  role  and  membership  of  the  Technical  Advisory 
Committee,  receive  a status  report  on  the  public  and  agency  participation  activities,  and 
to  introduce  Phase  II  tasks,  specifically  the  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS). 


Prior  to  this  December  1,  1992  meeting,  all  members  of  the  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  were  sent  the  following  items  to  review: 


A summary  of  the  November  2,  1992  meeting 

San  Francisco  Watershed  Revised  Goals  and  Objectives 


(NOTE:  Items  distributed  at  this  meeting  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  summary.) 
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Revised  Goals  and  Objectives 

EDAW  led  discussion  of  the  revised  goals  and  objectives  for  the  San  Francisco 
Watershed  Management  Plans.  Revisions  to  the  goals  and  objectives  had  been  made 
based  on  discussion  at  the  November  2,  1992  Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting. 
The  committee  received  the  revised  version  in  agenda  packets  for  review  prior  to  the 
meeting.  Based  on  comments  from  several  committee  members,  the  following  changes 
and  guidelines  were  determined: 

Primary  Goals  and  Objectives 

• (Goal  #3)  - It  was  suggested  that  the  level  of  detail  used  in  some  of  the  objectives 
is  too  inclusive  for  audiences  outside  the  Water  Department.  However,  the  team 
recommended  that  the  objectives  were  still  general  enough  to  allow  flexibility  in 
their  interpretation.  It  was  determined,  however,  that  in  some  cases,  such  as  the 
newsletter,  it  may  be  appropriate  to  present  the  primary  and  secondary  goals 
without  the  more  detailed  objectives. 

• (Goal  #4,  Objective  4)  - John  Mullane  asked  to  edit  this  objective  so  that  it  reads 
"Develop  an  integrated  pest  management  program."  and  to  delete  all  reference  to 
"noxious  and  exotic  plant  species,  and  rodents  and  other  vectors." 

• (Goal  #5,  Objective  1)  - This  objective,  which  read  "Assure  that  existing  and 
proposed  land  uses  are  consistent  with  primary  goal."  was  deleted.  It  was 
determined  that  issues  of  land  use  compatibility  are  adequately  addressed  under 
existing  primary  goals  and  objectives. 

• (Goal  #5,  Objective  3)  - It  was  suggested  that  this  objective  be  reworded  to  read 
"Minimize  financial  impact  on  SFWD  of  land  uses  not  related  to  water  supply." 

Secondary  Goals  and  Objectives 

• (Goal  #1 ) - Substitute  the  word  "assure"  for  "ensure"  so  that  the  objective  reads 
"Assure  compliance  with  environmental  and  natural  resource  laws  and  regulations." 

Based  on  the  committee  discussion,  the  goals  and  objectives  have  been  revised  and  are 
attached. 

External  Review 


EDAW  introduced  the  concept  of  circulating  the  goals  and  objectives  for  external  review 
to  ensure  that  they  are  objective  and  comprehensive.  It  was  suggested  that  the  goals 
and  objectives  be  distributed  to  a Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  comprised  of 
current  and  former  watershed  managers  from  around  the  country  for  their  review  in  an 
advisory  capacity.  (Further  discussion  regarding  the  TAC  is  provided  below.) 
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Mission  Statement 


EDAW  asked  the  committee  if  they  would  like  a broad  mission  statement  developed  for 
the  Watershed  Management  planning  effort.  The  mission  statement  would  be  used  as 
an  introduction  to  the  goals  and  objectives.  On  behalf  of  the  committee,  John  Mullane 
concurred  that  a SF  Watershed  Management  Plan  Mission  Statement  should  be 
developed.  This  will  be  presented  at  the  next  Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting. 


Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC) 

The  committee  discussed  the  role  and  prospective  members  of  the  TAC.  It  was 
determined  that  the  TAC’s  primary  role  should  be  technical  review  in  an  advisory 
capacity.  EDAW,  working  in  cooperation  with  subconsultant  James  M.  Montgomery 
Engineers,  will  be  responsible  for  researching  and  assembling  the  TAC.  EDAW  proposed 
TAC  candidates  from  the  following  areas:  Portland,  OR;  Seattle,  WA;  Boulder,  CO;  and 
New  York,  as  well  as  the  Bay  Area.  EDAW  was  advised  to  consider  watersheds  similar 
to  San  Francisco,  as  opposed  to  watersheds  in  remote  locations  like  Seattle  and  Portland. 
Steve  Leonard  suggested  that  EDAW  target  watersheds  that  have  some  kind  of  urban 
interface,  such  as  watersheds  in  the  Los  Angeles  area.  The  committee  also 
recommended  that  EDAW  seek  prospective  members  who  are  based  in  the  Bay  Area  and 
are  also  involved  in  watershed-related  issues  on  a regional  or  national  level  in  order  to 
minimize  coordination  time  and  expenses.  TAC  representatives  from  California 
watersheds  have  experience  dealing  with  state  and  local  watershed  planning  issues  and 
problems  and  may  be  better  able  to  anticipate  and  address  public  response  in  relation 
to  these  issues. 

The  committee  recommended  the  following  individuals  to  approach  for  membership  on 
the  TAC: 

• Jerry  Gilbert,  former  General  Manager,  EBMUD  (also  serves  on  a committee 
evaluating  a watershed  in  the  state  of  New  York) 

• Bob  Badaracco,  Marin  Municipal  Water  District 
Bruce  Kuebler,  Los  Angeles  Water  District 

• Ed  Tenney,  J.M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (also  works  with  Portland  Watershed) 

Beginning  in  December,  EDAW  will  contact  the  prospective  members  and  prepare 
resumes  of  all  confirmed  representatives  for  presentation  to  the  committee  at  the  January 
13,  1993  WPC  meeting.  As  discussed  under  the  Goals  and  Objectives  section,  the  TAC, 
once  formed,  will  be  sent  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  for  review  and  comment. 
They  will  be  invited  to  attend  the  February  Watershed  Planning  Committee  Meeting  to 
share  their  comments  on  the  goals  with  the  committee  and  to  comment  on  the  overall 
approach  to  the  watershed  management  planning  effort. 
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Public  & Agency  Participation  Program 
Newsletter 


EDAW  stated  that  the  newsletter  will  be  available  tor  internal  review  by  mid-December. 
It  was  confirmed  that  both  John  Mullane  and  the  City  Attorneys  office  will  review  the 
newsletter  on  behalf  of  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee. 

Interview  Update 

PAM  provided  an  update  on  the  interviews  with  SFWD,  as  well  as  various  public  and 
agency  contacts  or  representatives  who  have  interest  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management 
Plan.  Approximately  32  interviews  have  been  conducted  with  40  different  groups.  Recent 
internal  interviews  have  been  conducted  with  both  the  Alameda  and  Peninsula  Watershed 
keepers. 

The  WPC  has  received  copies  of  summaries  for  all  interviews  conducted  through 
November  19,  1992.  Interviews  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  January  1993. 
Summaries  for  meetings  conducted  between  November  20  and  December  31  will  be 
provided  to  the  WPC  at  the  January  13,  1993  meeting. 


Public/Aoencv  Meeting  Update 

John  Mullane  reported  that  since  the  last  meeting,  he  had  sent  a letter  to  the  PUC 
offering  them  the  opportunity  to  hold  a formal  PUC  hearing  or  workshop  as  part  of  the 
public  process.  The  PUC  has  elected  not  to  directly  participate  in  this  first  round  of  public 
workshops.  It  was  confirmed  that  if  members  of  the  PUC  attend  any  of  the  workshops, 
they  will  be  acknowledged  during  the  presentation. 

Concerns  were  raised  regarding  the  Brown  Act  and  PUC  members  attending  public 
meetings.  The  City  Attorneys  office  will  investigate  this  issue  and  provide  the  consultant 
team  with  special  noticing  requirements,  if  necessary. 

As  proposed  at  the  last  meeting,  three  workshops  for  the  general  public  are  planned  in 
late  February,  1993.  One  separate  agency  workshop  may  be  considered.  One  workshop 
will  be  held  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  (San  Mateo),  one  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Alameda  Watershed  (Sunol  or  Pleasanton)  and  one  in  San  Francisco.  The  meetings 
will  be  held  on  a week  night  at  approximately  7:00  p.m.  and  last  2-3  hours. 

It  was  confirmed  that  it  is  important  that  SFWD  use  these  meetings  to  enhance  the 
Department’s  image  and  visibility.  Based  on  the  format  proposed  at  the  November  3 
meeting,  the  following  roles  and  responsibilities  were  determined  by  the  committee: 
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• A neutral  facilitator  from  Public  Affairs  Management  will  state  the  purpose  of  the 
meeting,  review  the  evening’s  agenda  (including  when  breaks  are  scheduled),  go 
over  the  ground  rules  (e.g.,  "please  wait  until  the  facilitated  group  discussions  to 
submit  verbal  comments,"  etc.)  and  introduce  SFWD  to  formally  open  the  meeting. 
Bonnie  Nixon  will  serve  as  meeting  facilitator. 

• SFWD  staff  will  welcome  the  public,  state  the  purpose  of  the  San  Francisco 
Watershed  Management  Plan  and  provide  background  on  the  events  and  issues 
that  have  preceded  the  planning  effort.  Ed  Stewart  was  suggested  as  the 
appropriate  person  to  lead  the  presentation. 

• EDAW  will  immediately  follow  the  introduction  with  a brief  overview  of  the  work 
plan,  including  the  tasks  conducted  to  date  as  well  as  upcoming  tasks.  EDAW  will 
also  present  the  SFWD’s  primary  and  secondary  goals,  as  well  as  the  updated 
version  of  the  key  concerns  identified  for  each  watershed  during  the  initial 
interviews.  David  Blau  was  selected  to  lead  this  part  of  the  presentation. 

• After  a break,  the  facilitator  and  EDAW  will  ask  the  group  to  divide  into  smaller 
groups.  Directing  the  audience  to  count  off  in  sequence  to  create  groups  of  1 0 or 
less  was  suggested  as  a method  for  dividing  the  groups  and  ensuring  that  each 
small  group  represents  diverse  interests.  However,  if  the  group  is  larger  than  1 00, 
it  may  be  more  effective  to  direct  the  audience  to  group  themselves  into  no  more 
than  10  small  groups  of  approximately  the  same  size. 

• The  Consultant  Team  Members  and  WPC  Staff  will  co-facilitate  each  small  group. 
Co-facilitator  will  explain  the  goals  and  time  limit  for  the  small-group  discussion. 
Each  small  group  will  select  one  of  its  members  to  present  the  results  of  their 
discussion  to  the  entire  group.  Then,  the  members  of  each  group  will  be  asked 
to  comment,  clarify  or  elaborate  on  the  primary  and  secondary  goals,  followed  by 
the  key  concerns  for  each  watershed.  Issue  maps  for  each  watershed  and  the 
goals  and  objectives  will  be  available  at  each  table.  One  facilitator  will  be  in 
charge  of  recording  notes  of  the  meeting,  and  the  other  will  use  the  flip  chart  to 
document  specific  issues. 

• At  the  conclusion  of  the  facilitated  small-group  discussion  the  entire  group  will 
reassemble  for  a presentation  of  the  results  of  each  small-group  meeting. 

• SFWD  will  conclude  the  meeting  by  thanking  the  group  for  their  participation  and 
discussing  the  next  steps  in  the  planning  process  and  the  next  opportunity  for 
public  involvement. 

PAM  will  review  the  detailed  strategy  for  the  workshops  at  the  January  13  meeting.  A 

"dry  run”  of  the  presentation  and  the  facilitation  format  is  planned  for  the  February  WPC 

meeting. 
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Public  and  Agency  Participation  Plan 


PAM  asked  the  committee  if  there  were  any  comments  on  the  Public  and  Agency 
Participation  Plan  that  was  circulated  at  the  November  3 meeting  for  the  committee’s 
review.  No  comments  were  submitted  during  the  meeting.  PAM  will  accept  any 
comments  received  through  December.  In  January  1993,  the  plan  will  be  finalized, 
incorporating  comments  received  from  WPC  members  and  new  issues  received  from  the 
latest  interviews  with  stakeholders. 

Courtesy  Letter 

A courtesy  letter  from  John  Mullane  will  be  sent  to  federal,  state  and  local  elected  and 
appointed  officials  during  the  week  of  December  7 to  advise  them  of  the  Watershed 
Management  planning  effort  and  offer  the  opportunity  for  a briefing.  It  was  confirmed  that 
the  letters  will  be  sent  to  all  elected  officials  who  take  office  as  of  December  8.  Other 
elected  officials,  who  do  not  assume  office  until  late  January,  will  receive  separate 
notification  at  that  time. 

John  Mullane  requested  that  letters  addressed  to  the  PUC  and  to  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  should  have  the  designation  'Through  Thomas  J.  Elzey,  General 
Manager,  PUC"  at  the  top.  PAM  will  prepare  letters  on  SFWD  letterhead  and  send  them 
to  John  Mullane  for  his  signature.  He  will  arrange  for  Elzey’s  signature  on  the  PUC  and 
San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisor  letters. 

The  Watershed  Planning  Committee  received  a copy  of  the  "courtesy  letter"  in  the 
packets  distributed  at  this  December  1,  1992  meeting. 


Phase  II  Overview 

Schedule  and  Scope 

EDAW  distributed  and  reviewed  an  updated  schedule  and  scope  covering  activities 
through  Phases  I and  II  (January  1994).  It  was  suggested  that  the  newly  determined 
TAC  activities  (discussed  above)  be  incorporated  into  the  schedule. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  Task  III. 3 - Collect  and  Synthesize  Natural  Resource  Data 
(Alameda  Watershed)  commence  in  February  rather  than  April  to  accommodate  studies 
that  need  to  be  conducted  in  the  early  spring. 

GIS  Introduction 


EDAW  presented  a slide  show  and  display  board  examples  of  Geographic  Information 
System  (GIS)  products,  capabilities  and  applications.  Questions  and  answers  occurred 
throughout  and  after  the  slide  show.  Hard  copies  of  the  slides  and  other  background 
information  was  provided  to  the  group  at  the  end  of  the  meeting. 
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It  was  determined  that  all  SFWD  division  representatives  will  Pe  interviewed  by  the 
consultant  team  to  assess  their  GIS  needs.  The  committee  identified  the  following 
representatives  from  each  SFWD  division  for  interviews: 


Randy  Stouffer 
Don  Larremendy 
Tom  Duffy 
Jim  Sutro 
Jonathan  Chow 
Bob  Hickman 
Jerry  Romani 
Cindy  Wong 
Leonard  Swanson 
Phil  Caskey 
Norm  Lougee 
Bill  Camp 
Tom  Standing 

Specific  issues  that  were  raised  by  the  committee  inciude  the  following: 

Q What  is  the  estimated  cost  to  implement  GIS? 

A The  range  is  $20,000  to  $60,000;  a budget  of  $75,000  has  been  appropriated  to 
the  consultant  team  to  research,  purchase  and  install  the  system  for  SFWD. 

Q What  is  the  expandability  of  the  system?  If  in  the  future,  SFWD  wants  to  induce 
right-of-ways  or  other  elements  that  fall  outside  the  watershed,  can  the  system  Pe 
easily  expanded  to  accommodate  them? 

A Both  the  database  and  the  hardware  can  be  updated  to  address  future  needs. 

Q Is  it  PC-based  or  workstation-based? 

A Either  format  is  compatible  with  GIS.  It  is  also  possible  to  create  a network  which 
combines  both. 

Q What  is  the  memory  capacity  of  the  GIS? 

A The  memory  capacity  of  GIS  is  dependent  upon  the  type  of  system  seiectec. 


Ed  Stewart 
Joe  Naras 
Fred  Euphrat 
Mark  Meuller 
Leo  Bauer 
Tim  Koopman 
Larry  Klein 
Bles  Sulit 


Database  Design 


EDAW  distributed  and  reviewed  a handout  entitled  "Potential  GIS  Database  Layers  for 
the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  Management  Plans."  The  handout  lists  the  types 
of  information  or  graphic  representation  that  can  be  stored  in  each  database  layer. 
Topography/elevation,  hydrology,  roads,  and  jurisdictional  boundary'  database  layers  are 
proposed  to  be  incorporated  into  the  base  maps.  Once  the  database  layers  are  in  p:ace. 
the  GIS  can  be  used  both  to  assess  day-to-day  occurrences  and  to  conduct  long-range 
planning. 
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Q Can  GIS  replace  additional  field  studies  to  assess  individual  situations? 

A Yes,  if  the  appropriate  data  layers  were  created  originally  and  the  database  has 

been  kept  current. 

Q When  will  the  GIS  be  completed? 

A The  entire  database  will  be  completely  built  by  the  end  of  the  project. 

Q What  scale  will  be  used  for  the  data  map? 

A Although  it  may  vary  as  the  database  is  built,  it  will  most  likely  be  U.S.  Geological 

Survey  base  map  scale,  (1:24,000).  With  the  system,  you  can  isolate  and  view 
specific  sections  of  the  map. 

Q Can  you  scan  an  aerial  photo  with  the  system? 

A It  is  possible  to  purchase  scanned  ortho  photo  data  and  the  software  necessary 
to  view  it. 

Q Are  there  a lot  of  operation  and  maintenance  costs  associated  with  GIS  that  are 
over  and  above  implementation? 

A The  GIS  requires  a corporate  commitment,  including  full-time  operators  to  maintain 
the  system,  as  well  as  training  courses  and  updated  software.  It  must  become  a 
way  of  doing  business. 

Q How  much  training  is  required? 

A It  depends  upon  the  system.  Two  types  of  people  are  required:  a technician  and 
someone  who  can  easily  access  and  update  the  information. 


Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  Report  Update 

Leonard  Swanson  gave  an  overview  of  the  November  3 meeting  conducted  with  the 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DOHS)  regarding  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey.  The 
purpose  of  the  survey  is  to  provide  a description  of  water  conditions  and  potential 
contaminant  sources,  and  to  recommended  corrective  actions.  He  reviewed  the  checklist 
of  control  and  management  practices  that  will  be  evaluated  through  the  survey,  including 
vegetation  management,  emergency  response  and  public  education. 

DOHS  also  directed  SFWD  to  conduct  sampling  on  the  watersheds  for  Giardia  and 
Cryptosporidium,  and  to  present  the  results  as  part  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey. 
Although  monitoring  practices  for  these  parasites  are  not  yet  required  by  the  EPA,  DOHS 
anticipates  that  federal  regulations  will  be  implemented  within  the  next  5-8  years.  JMM 
will  work  with  the  SFWD  Water  Quality  Division  to  develop  a parasite  monitoring  program 
that  includes  sampling  for  Cryptosporidium  and  Giardia. 
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The  majority  of  DOHS  concerns  are  centered  on  the  Alameda  Watershed.  DOHS 
expressed  concern  regarding  potential  development  of  adjacent  private  lands  and  the 
Chevron  Pipeline  contingency  plan.  Also  cited  were  the  potential  silt  and  turbidity  impacts 
of  the  future  Apperson  Quarry  operations  on  Calaveras  and  other  water  resources,  as 
well  as  SFWD’s  continued  use  of  the  Sunol  Aqueduct.  Roadway  impacts  were  also  of 
concern,  specifically,  erosion  and  potential  spills. 

Regarding  policies  and  procedures  developed  for  recreational  uses,  DOHS  is  strongly 
opposed  to  use  of  gasoline-powered  boats,  fuel  docks  or  body  contact  on  the  reservoirs 
and  tributaries.  The  impacts  of  importing  South  Bay  Aqueduct  water  to  the  San  Antonio 
Reservoir  must  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey,  as  well  as  the 
issue  of  groundwater  that  is  under  the  influence  of  surface  water  in  the  Sunol  vicinity. 
They  are  not  concerned  with  the  introduction  of  chlorinated  water  into  Crystal  Springs. 
However,  they  would  like  the  raw  data  put  into  the  proper  format. 

DOHS  wants  to  participate  in  technical  review  of  related  technical  memorandums  or 
chapters  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  final  draft.  JMM 
mentioned  that  in  their  past  experience  with  DOHS,  they  have  found  it  heipful  to  submit 
drafts  to  DOHS  for  advance  review. 

Karen  Johnson  of  JMM  is  the  primary  representative  on  an  American  Waste  Water 
Association  (AWWA)  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  committee  whose  efforts  may  influence 
DOHS  requirements.  JMM  will  be  responsible  for  keeping  Phil  Caskey  (SFWD 
representative)  apprised  of  meetings,  input  needed  and  results. 

John  Mullane  noted  that  the  survey  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  after  the  draft  policies 
are  scheduled  for  completion.  He  questioned  how  the  schedules  for  completing  the 
Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  and  the  Management  Plan  will  be  integrated.  JMM 
responded  that  most  of  the  information  from  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey,  specifically 
the  existing  conditions  information,  will  be  incorporated  into  the  draft  policies  for  the  plan. 
The  only  element  that  may  change  at  the  completion  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey 
is  the  corrective  actions  component,  where  more  detail  may  be  provided.  Mr.  Mullane 
suggested  that  the  draft  review  of  the  plans  and  policies  be  extended  to  coincide  with  the 
Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  draft. 


Meeting  Handouts 

• Revised  Schedule  for  Phase  I and  II 

• San  Francisco  Watershed  GIS  Information 

• Meeting  Summaries  (November  3-19,  1992) 

• Sample  Courtesy  Letter 
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Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Wednesday,  January  13 

Noon-1 :00  p.m.  --  GIS  Demonstration/Q&A 
1:00-4:00  p.m.  - WPC  Meeting  Agenda 

Location:  EDAW,  Inc. 

(Main  Conference  Room) 

753  Davis  Street,  San  Francisco 
415/433-1484 

Agenda  Items: 

o GIS  Demonstration 

o Phase  I Products  to  Date 

• Mission  Statement 

• Revised  Goals  & Objectives 

• TAC  Membership 

• TAC  Comments  on  Goals  & Objectives 

• Strategy  for  Workshops 

• Newsletter 

• Meeting  Summaries 

o Phase  II  Kick-Off 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers 
Issues  Summary 
December  3,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Mike  Byrne,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper  (Calaveras  Reservoir) 

Leon  Elam,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper  (East  Portal/ 
Calaveras  and  San  Antonio  Reservoirs) 

Robert  Higgins,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper  (Irvington  Portal 
Pipeline  and  Right  of  Ways) 

Frank  Marino,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper  (San  Antonio 
Reservoir) 

Jay  Vargas,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper  (Niles  Reservoir) 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD,  Watershed  Management 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD,  Watershed  Management 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

cc:  Orville  Kuhn,  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers  (Calaveras 

Reservoir) 

Ed  Steward  and  Joe  Naras  of  the  SFWD,  Tina  Stott  of  EDAW,  and  Kelly  Stewart  of  PAM 
met  with  the  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers  to  identify  key  issues  to  be  considered  in  the 
SF  Watershed  Management  Plans.  Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with 
key  concerns  identified.  Reduced  copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary 
workplan/schedule  were  distributed.  Ed  Stewart  and  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the 
history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort  and  the  goals  and 
objectives  being  developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee.  They  also  described 
each  watershed,  highlighted  the  key  concerns  previously  identified  by  representatives  of 
the  SFWD  and  reviewed  the  concurrent  studies  being  conducted.  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the 
public  outreach  activities,  as  well  as  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  and  the 
development  of  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  for  Watershed  Management. 
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A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below. 

o The  group  was  interested  in  hearing  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  and 
objectives  developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee.  Concern  was 
expressed  that  once  the  goals,  objectives  and  policies  are  adopted  by  the  PUC, 
SFWD  may  be  obligated  to  allow  access  or  uses  that  are  later  deemed 
inappropriate.  If  that  should  happen,  can  the  goals  and  policies  be  reversed  or 
changed?  Ed  Stewart  responded  that  the  watershed  management  plan  will  be 
designed  as  a "living  document”  to  respond  to  and  survive  changes. 

o Members  of  the  group  inquired  about  the  process  for  getting  the  plan  approved  by 
the  PUC  and  strongly  suggested  that  if  the  PUC  was  to  make  final  decisions,  they 
must  be  provided  all  necessary  information.  Ed  Stewart  stressed  that  the  PUC  has 
been  contacted  and  will  receive  information  about  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort  frequently  and  regularly  throughout  the  process.  Ed  Stewart 
emphasized  that  the  PUC  approved  the  contract  for  the  San  Francisco  Watershed 
Management  Plan.  Joe  Naras  added  that  a technical  advisory  committee  is  being 
established  that  is  comprised  of  watershed  managers  from  around  the  country  who 
will  review  and  provide  comment  on  technical  reports  and  policy  documents 
throughout  the  study.  This  type  of  input  will  lend  credence  to  the  policies  and 
plans  that  are  recommended. 

o Regarding  joint  management  of  Alameda  Watershed  lands,  members  of  the  group 
stated  that  there  are  several  issues  to  be  addressed  regarding  lands  leased  from 
SFWD  by  the  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  (EBRPD). 

o Members  of  the  group  emphasized  the  need  for  SFWD  to  get  a representative 
view  of  citizens  that  have  lived  on  or  adjacent  to  the  Alameda  Watershed  for 
several  years.  Groups  that  were  recommended  include  the  Alameda  County 
Cattleman’s  Association,  the  Farm  Bureau  and  the  Property  Owners  Association. 
Ed  Stewart  responded  that  an  interview  had  already  been  scheduled  with  those 
groups. 

o The  group  stated  that  some  ranch  and  farm  owners  adjacent  to  the  Alameda 
Watershed  are  very  protective  of  their  property  rights  and  may  be  suspicious  of 
SFWD’s  request  to  survey  the  land,  even  though  it  is  within  the  hydrological 
boundary  of  the  watershed. 

o One  member  of  the  group  asked  if  the  plan  is  considering  allowing  fishing  groups 
onto  creeks  or  reservoirs.  He  referenced  a Caltrout  request  to  access  Calaveras 
Creek  below  the  dam  and  a California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  rule  that 
provides  the  right  to  fish  all  the  way  to  the  headwaters  of  the  creek  once  access 
is  permitted.  Another  rule  prohibits  fishing  within  1000  feet  of  the  high  water  line. 
Another  member  mentioned  that  an  employee  of  EBRPD  had  proposed 
re  introduction  of  Steelhead  to  Alameda  Creek. 
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o Past  fishing  proposals  were  discussed,  including  one  that  involved  a private 
company  that  wanted  to  release  trophy  fish  on  Calaveras  Creek  for  people  to  catch 
on  San  Antonio  Reservoir  using  electric-powered  boats.  It  was  determined  that 
winds  on  the  San  Antonio  produce  five-foot  waves  that  make  it  dangerous  to  fish. 

o If  recreation  is  allowed  on  the  Alameda  Watershed,  the  keepers  would  like  access 
to  the  reservoirs  restricted. 

o What  is  the  potential  for  the  Alameda  Watershed  to  be  considered  for  designation 
as  a Fish  & Game  refuge?  If  so,  would  DF&G  provide  funds  to  preserve  habitat? 

o The  group  inquired  as  to  whether  SFWD  is  planning  to  purchase  adjacent  lands 
that  are  considered  valuable  to  the  watershed.  SFWD  responded  that  they  are 
already  discussing  land  exchange  possibilities  with  East  Bay  Regional  Park 
District.  SFWD  further  explained  that  the  American  Water  Works  Association 
(AWWA)  and  the  water  industry  in  general  feel  that  the  best  way  to  protect  water 
quality  and  watershed  values  is  through  land  ownership  and  acquisition. 

o The  issue  of  relocation  of  the  Tule  Elk  was  discussed.  Members  of  the  group 
referenced  Fish  and  Game  studies  that  support  the  notion  that  relocation  attempts 
are  unsuccessful  because  Tule  Elk  are  bounty  animals  and  roam  where  they  want 
to  roam. 

o Regarding  the  issue  of  public  access,  specifically  trails,  the  group  advised  SFWD 
that  if  the  decision  is  made  to  open  up  the  watershed  to  the  general  public,  every 
person  has  a right  to  be  there  and  SFWD  is  obligated  to  accommodate  them  with 
restroom  and  sewer  facilities  and  roads,  as  well  as  to  meet  American  Disability  Act 
(ADA)  requirements. 

o Liability  associated  with  public  access  was  raised  as  a key  issue  by  some 
members  of  the  group.  They  cited  several  outstanding  lawsuits  resulting  from 
unauthorized  use  of  the  Alameda  Lands.  They  advised  that  aspirations  of 
generating  revenue  through  public  use  may  be  overwhelmed  by  money  lost  in 
lawsuits. 

o Members  of  the  group  stated  that  human  encroachment  on  the  watershed  lands 
will  result  in  wildlife  impacts.  They  referenced  East  Bay  Regional  Park  lands  as 
an  example  where  that  type  of  impact  has  occurred.  The  question  was  raised  if 
EBRPD  still  does  deer  counts. 

o In  discussion  regarding  quarry  operations,  members  of  the  group  recognized  the 
benefits  to  the  community  (provides  rock  for  infrastructure)  and  to  SFWD  (revenue 
producing).  However,  it  takes  away  land  that  can  never  be  replaced  and 
contaminates  the  groundwater.  Ed  Stewart  explained  the  studies  being  done 
regarding  the  impact  of  quarrying  on  groundwater  as  part  of  the  Alameda  Creek 
Study. 
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o Members  of  the  group  stated  that  because  the  urban  interface  with  the  Alameda 
Watershed  has  been  so  intense,  much  of  the  native  habitat  and  the  general 
ecosystem  have  been  destroyed  beyond  the  point  of  restoration.  They  suggested 
that  all  current  land  uses  should  continue. 

o Regarding  plant  species,  members  of  the  group  advised  SFWD  not  to  try  to 
eradicate  all  exotic  species  (e.g.,  eucalyptus)  because  they  are  now  part  of  the 
watershed’s  ecosystem.  It  was  mentioned  that  current  ordinances  in  the  Town  of 
Sunol  allow  the  introduction  of  any  species. 

o They  expressed  the  need  for  a comprehensive  program  to  eradicate  noxious 
weed’s  like  the  Purple  Star  Thistle.  Timing  and  frequency  are  critical  to 
eradication.  It  was  also  suggested  that  trucks  and  other  vehicles  that  enter  the 
Alameda  Watershed  from  outside,  including  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  often  carry 
and  spread  seeds  of  exotics  and  that  a process  must  be  developed  so  that  foreign 
vehicles  of  any  kind  are  decontaminated  prior  to  entering  watershed  lands. 

o The  same  outside  contamination  problem  was  cited  in  association  with  foreign 
boats  on  the  reservoirs.  Group  members  referenced  a government  study 
conducted  on  Crystal  Springs  that  sampled  the  water  for  presence  of  an  air  fern 
called  Water  Millfoil  that  is  prevalent  in  reservoirs  back  East.  It  is  speculated  that 
because  the  government  agency  conducting  the  study  insisted  on  using  its  own 
boat  brought  from  back  east,  seeds  of  the  fern  were  transferred  to  Crystal  Springs 
where  SFWD  is  still  struggling  to  eradicate  the  species. 

o The  watershed  keepers  voiced  concern  regarding  the  impacts  of  scientific  field 
studies  on  wildlife  and  habitat.  They  referenced  studies  conducted  that  have 
resulted  in  the  death  or  changed  behavior  of  the  wildlife  under  observation.  SFWD 
responded  that  some  studies  are  necessary  to  justify  protection  of  the  watershed. 

o Helicopters  were  cited  as  a hazard  to  the  Alameda  Watershed.  Private  helicopters 
and  helicopter  schools  often  fly  low  over  the  watershed,  chase  wildlife  and  hover 
on  peaks.  Helicopters  are  a liability  issue  for  SFWD.  They  suggested  that  impacts 
from  helicopters  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey. 

o It  is  the  general  opinion  of  the  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers  that  cattle  grazing 
provides  natural  erosion  and  fire  control  and  that  the  benefits  outweigh  the 
drawbacks.  They  suggest  that  grazing  be  continued  as  a permitted  use  on  the 
Alameda  Watershed. 

o The  group  voiced  their  frustration  that  ranch  lands  have  been  sitting  vacant,  losing 
money  pending  the  PUC’s  decision  on  a range  management  study.  They  stated 
that  current  range  management  and  leasing  practices  should  be  reviewed  and 
leasing  should  occur  in  an  efficient  manner. 
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o Niles  Dam  and  Sunoi  Aqueduct  are  considered  to  be  tremendous  liabilities  to  the 
SFWD  by  the  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers.  The  biggestproblem  is  trespassing 
by  kids.  There  have  been  several  injuries  and  some  deaths  because  the  area  is 
not  safe.  It  was  suggested  that  if  SFWD  cannot  prevent  the  trespassing,  they 
should  make  it  safer. 

o Access  issues,  including  possible  closure  of  Marsh  Road,  must  be  addressed. 

o The  Ohlone  Indian  claim  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  lands  was  discussed. 
Members  of  the  group  said  claims  that  Castlewood  Country  Club  is  on  the  site  of 
an  old  Ohlone  Indian  village  are  probably  legitimate.  The  confluence  of  creeks  at 
the  site  of  the  Calaveras  Pipeline  also  indicate  that  there  may  have  been  Indian 
activity  in  that  area. 


5 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  State  of  California 
The  Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Region  3 
Issues  Summary 
December  3,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Brian  Hunter,  Region  3 Manager,  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game 

Larry  Week,  Assoc.  Fishery  Biologist,  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game 
Brian  Arnold,  Fish  and  Game  Warden  (Wildlife  Protection  Unit, 
Half  Moon  Bay) 

Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Associates  (ESA) 
Alice  Rich,  A.A.  Rich  and  Associates 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM,  ESA  and  A.A.  Rich  and  Associates  participated  in  a second 
meeting  with  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DF&G)  Region  3,  which  covers  both  the 
Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds.  The  first  meeting  held  with  DF&G  took  place  in 
September,  1992  with  the  wildlife,  biological  and  biodiversity  field  specialists.  The 
purpose  of  the  December  3 meeting  was  to  leam  management’s  perspective  on  the 
issues  they  feel  should  be  considered  in  the  watershed  management  plan  with  regard  to 
policy  and  key  issues  specific  to  each  watershed.  An  additional  purpose  of  the  meeting 
was  to  discuss  issues  related  to  Pilarcitos  Creek. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort.  He  also  described  each  watershed,  highlighted  the  key  concerns 
identified  by  the  SFWD  and  reviewed  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  and  objectives 
being  developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC).  Tina  Stott  gave  an 
overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the 
public  outreach  activities. 
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A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

o The  purpose  and  need  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  was  discussed  and 
clarified  in  response  to  DF&G’s  request.  James  M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM) 
explained  that  SFWD  was  required  to  conduct  the  survey  in  order  to  obtain  an 
operating  permit  from  the  Department  of  Health  Services  (DOHS)  in  1996.  The 
purpose  of  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  is  to  identify  any  source  of 
contamination,  as  well  as  mitigation  measures. 

o With  regard  to  the  public  and  agency  participation  program,  DF&G  asked  if  all 
media  in  the  region  was  included  on  the  mailing  list.  Regarding  agency  input,  they 
suggested  that  SFWD  distribute  technical  drafts  for  early  agency  review. 

o DF&G  requested  a copy  of  the  meeting  summary  from  the  first  meeting  with  the 
Department  of  Fish  & Game  field  consultants.  PAM  will  respond  to  this  request. 

o DF&G  commended  SFWD  on  the  Watershed  Management  planning  effort  and 
agreed  that  it  was  long  overdue.  They  stated  that  they  developed  a smaller-scale 
plan  on  their  own  for  managing  600,000  acres  of  land,  however,  their  resources 
are  limited. 

o DF&G  supports  limited  access  for  fishing.  To  control  access,  they  cited  some 
examples  of  equal  opportunity  methods  for  selecting  a limited  number  of  fishing 
enthusiasts  to  access  the  creeks  at  restricted  areas  and  times.  They  are  currently 
seeking  fishing  access  in  response  to  pressure  primarily  from  Caltrout. 

o DF&G  staff  is  interested  in  maintaining  shooting  ranges.  They  are  interested  in 
exploring  the  possibility  of  providing  funds  to  support  this  effort  through  the 
Pittman-Robinson  Wildlife  Restoration  Act,  which  provides  revenues  from  tax  on 
ammunitions  to  build  shooting  ranges. 

o Feral  pigs  are  considered  to  be  "game  mammals"  by  DF&G.  DF&G  acknowledged 
the  increasing  numbers  and  destructive  impacts  of  these  game  mammals. 
However,  DF&G  laws  dictate  that  because  hunters  are  willing  to  pay  to  hunt  these 
game  mammals,  a hunting  program  is  the  preferred  method  for  controlling  game 
mammal  populations.  Any  other  kind  of  depredation  program  is  considered  an 
alternative  method. 

o Regarding  public  access,  DF&G  suggested  that  hiking,  bird  watching,  interpretive 
areas  and  other  low  intensity  activities  can  be  used  to  create  awareness  of  the 
value  and  sensitivity  of  different  resources  on  the  watersheds. 
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o DF&G  noted  opportunities  for  SFWD  to  improve  stream  habitats  below  the 
reservoirs  using  stream  augmentations  or  reservoir  releases.  Specific  locations 
recommended  by  DF&G  include  Alameda  Creek  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  and 
Stone  Dam/Pilarcitos  Creek  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o DF&G  advised  SFWD  that  both  watersheds  should  be  managed  as  "open  space" 
and  that  SFWD  must  reassess  the  impacts  of  grazing  on  natural  resources,  such 
as  the  young  Oak  trees  and  the  stream  corridors. 

o DF&G  requested  from  SFWD  any  assessments  of  the  existing  habitat  and 
populations  on  both  watersheds  for  their  records.  This  would  include  mammals, 
T&E  species,  etc.  Based  on  the  assessments  they  receive  from  SFWD,  DF&G  will 
identify  management  opportunities  for  improving  or  creating  habitats  for  those 
resources  they  consider  valuable,  such  as,  riparian  and  fish  habitat.  SFWD 
requested  DF&G’s  participation  in  a joint  effort  to  conduct  fish  sampling  on  the 
reservoirs.  DF&G  agreed  to  participate,  including  use  of  their  electrofishing  boats, 
resources  permitting. 

o DF&G  asked  that  all  assessment  studies  be  coordinated  with  Keith  Anderson  and 
Bruce  Elliott  and  their  field  consultants  in  the  Monterey  office.  Captain  Frank 
Speer  was  suggested  as  a contact  for  setting  up  any  meetings  with  the  wardens 
in  Region  3.  DF&G  management  also  advised  SFWD  to  interview  Terri  Palmisan, 
the  DF&G  wildlife  biologist  in  Monterey. 


Alameda  Watershed 


o On  the  Alameda  Watershed,  DF&G,  in  coordination  with  the  East  Bay  Regional 
Park  District,  has  surveyed  the  northeastern  area  of  the  watershed. 

o DF&G  recognized  the  existence  of  a potentially  pure  strain  of  landlocked  Steelhead 
that  should  be  sustained. 

o SFWD  will  arrange  a meeting  with  DF&G  in  January,  1993  to  discuss  preliminary 
results  of  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  being  conducted  by 
Bookman-Edmonston. 

o Tule  Elk,  which  exist  on  the  Alameda  Watershed,  were  the  subject  of  some 
discussion.  At  present,  DF&G  is  evaluating  a proposal  to  introduce  antelope  on 
Mount  Diablo.  They  cautioned  that  first  the  habitat  must  be  assessed  and 
population  control  methods  must  be  identified. 
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o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  McGuire  Springs  mitigation/training  plan 
submitted  to  DF&G  by  SFWD  to  address  damage  along  Calaveras  Creek  resulting 
from  a road  spill.  DF&G  stated  that  they  had  received  and  reviewed  the  plan  and 
had  submitted  their  comments  to  Bob  Hickman.  Key  comments  on  the  plan  focus 
on  the  training  aspect.  DF&G  commented  that  not  enough  time  is  currently 
allocated  for  training  and  that  the  training  plan  emphasizes  regulatory  requirements 
and  should  provide  more  information  regarding  impacts  on  resources  and 
threatened  and  endangered  species.  Overall,  DF&G  stated  that  they  are  pleased 
with  how  SFWD  is  responding  to  this  issue.  They  also  stated  their  intention  to 
contact  John  Mullane  to  provide  him  an  update  on  their  response  regarding  the 
mitigation  plan. 

o There  was  some  discussion  regarding  the  Chevron  pipeline.  SFWD  requested 
from  Chevron  a contingency  plan  in  order  to  renew  their  lapsed  lease.  Chevron 
submitted  a plan  that  SFWD  has  reviewed  and  returned  their  comments.  As 
mandated  by  SFWD,  part  of  the  contingency  plan  will  be  a pre-planned  response, 
including  contacting  DF&G. 


Peninsula  Watershed 


o In  response  to  SFWD’s  request  for  clarification  of  stipulations  under  the  Fish  & 
Game  Refuge  designation  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  DF&G  explained  that  the 
designation  does  not  include  environmental  restrictions.  The  only  authority  DF&G 
has  with  regard  to  the  refuge  is  to  set  limits  on  the  "taking"  of  fish  and  wildlife. 
"Take"  refers  to  catching,  trapping  or  shooting  wildlife. 

o DF&G  asked  if  there  are  any  plans  to  revitalize  the  Pacifica  Shooting  Range. 
SFWD  stated  that  there  are  no  plans  at  this  time. 


Pilarcitos  Creek 


o Regarding  Pilarcitos  Creek,  DF&G  acknowledged  that  the  coastal  Steelhead 
habitat  has  been  severely  impacted  by  urban  pressures,  erosion  and  drought. 
Southern  Steelhead  populations  are  decreasing  and  it  is  now  being  considered  for 
T&E  listing.  There  is  a stretch  of  Pilarcitos  Creek  near  Stone  Dam  that  is  currently 
sustaining  Steelhead.  DF&G  would  like  to  see  SFWD  restore  the  steelhead  run 
in  the  Pilarcitos  Creek  drainage  and  provide  a flow  a 1-2  cubic  feet  per  second 
(CFS)  through  the  summer  months.  SFWD  expressed  concern  regarding  illegal 
tapping  into  this  water  source  if  the  stream  is  running  through  the  summer. 
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o SFWD  explained  that  under  existing  operations,  Pilarcitos  Creek  is  used  only  to 
provide  water  to  Coastside  County  Water  District  (CCWD).  Water  is  released  from 
Stone  Dam,  down  Pilarcitos  Creek  to  the  CCWD  pipeline  which  diverts  the  water 
to  their  treatment  plant.  SFWD  is  presently  looking  at  additional  options  for 
operating  the  SFWD  system  differently  to  sustain  a fishery  and  maintain  water 
delivery  to  Half  Moon  Bay. 

o CCWD  also  owns  six  wells  in  the  Pilarcitos  Creek  drainage  below  their  diversion 
pipeline.  They  have  permits  to  use  these  wells  from  November  to  May. 

o RWQCB  is  currently  investigating  of  Browning  Ferris  Industries’  recent  incident  that 
impacted  Pilarcitos  Creek.  DF&G  suggested  that  some  mitigation  funds  resulting 
from  the  investigation  may  be  applied  to  restoration  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o Under  Code  Section  5937,  the  owner  of  any  dam  is  responsible  for  releasing 
enough  water  to  maintain  fisheries.  DF&G  stated  that  if  SFWD  releases  the  water 
to  Pilarcitos  Creek,  DF&G  will  monitor  the  creek  to  ensure  that  it  stays  there. 

o In  response  to  ESA’s  question  as  to  whether  water  flows  should  be  seasonal 
pulses.  DF&G  responded  that  they  would  require  a steady  flow  of  2 CFS  during 
the  summer  to  sustain  the  juvenile  Steelhead  population. 

o When  A.A.  Rich  & Associates  noted  the  poor  condition  of  Lower  Pilarcitos  Creek, 
DF&G  responded  that  they  feel  it  can  be  restored  by  removing  rubbish,  restoring 
the  riparian  corridor  and  keeping  the  sediment  out  of  the  pools.  It  was  noted  that 
Caltrans  may  be  seeking  projects  to  apply  mitigation  funds  as  part  of  the  Highway 
92  project. 

o A citizens’  group,  including  members  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Stream  Alliance, 
is  in  support  of  fisheries  restoration  on  lower  Pilarcitos  Creek. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Keith  Anderson,  DF&G,  Monterey  office 

Bruce  Elliott,  DF&G,  Monterey  office 

Frank  Speer,  DF&G,  Menlo  Park  office 

Terri  Palmisan,  wildlife  biologist,  DF&G,  Monterey  office 

San  Mateo  County  Stream  Alliance 


Materials  Requested 

Issues  Summary  from  September,  1992  Meeting  with  Fish  & Game  Field  Consultants 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Alameda  County  Water  District  and 
the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association 
Issues  Summary 
December  8,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Karl  B.  Stinson,  Operations  Manager,  ACWD 

Earl  Lenahan,  BAWUA 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

Karen  Johnson,  James  M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM) 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  JMM  met  with  the  Alameda  County  Water  District  (ACWD)  and 
the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  (BAWUA)  to  exchange  information  on  key  issues 
associated  with  management  of  the  watersheds. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history,  purpose  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort  and  the  SFWD  primary  and  secondary  goals  and  objectives  being 
developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC).  He  also  described  each 
watershed  and  highlighted  the  key  concerns  identified  by  the  SFWD.  Tina  Stott  provided 
an  overview  of  the  schedule  and  workplan  for  the  Watershed  Management  Plan.  Kelly 
Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities.  Karen  Johnson  of  James 
M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM)  reviewed  the  purpose  and  content  of  the  Watershed 
Sanitary  Survey. 

Karl  Stinson  provided  a description  of  ACWD  operations  which  serve  Fremont,  Newark 
and  Union  City.  Currently,  ACWD  procures  its  water  from  three  sources:  SFWD  (Hetch 
Hetchy),  the  State  Water  Project  (Delta)  and  runoff  from  the  Alameda  Creek  Watershed 
which  is  collected  and  recharged  to  the  groundwater  basin  in  the  City  of  Fremont.  By 
contract  agreement  for  water  rights,  ACWD  is  supposed  to  receive  42,000  acre  feet  of 
water  from  the  State.  At  present,  ACWD  receives  10,000  acre  feet  of  the  water  from  the 
State,  which  they  treat  in  their  treatment  plant.  ACWD  is  currently  building  a new 
treatment  plant  so  that  it  can  accept  and  treat  more  water  from  the  Delta  to  meet 
increasing  demands.  ACWD  currently  meets  with  SFWD  every  two  months  to  coordinate 
on  issues  regarding  joint  management  of  the  Niles  Canyon. 
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Earl  Lenihan  described  the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  (BAWUA)  as  an  affiliation 
of  30  suburban  agencies,  including  one  private  company,  that  all  purchase  water  from 
SFWD  and  sell  it  retail  to  its  users.  ACWD  is  a member  of  BAWUA.  Members  of  the 
BAWUA  are  located  from  Hayward  west  to  the  city  limits  of  San  Francisco  and  south 
through  Alameda,  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties.  Karen  Johnson  from  JMM  asked 
for  BAWUA  to  confirm  the  accuracy  of  location  maps  and  the  list  of  members. 

A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

General  Comments 


o ACWD’s  number  one  interest  in  the  Alameda  Watershed  is  the  protection  of  water 
quality  in  Alameda  Creek. 

Operations 

o Niles  Canyon  is  the  primary  area  of  concern  for  both  SFWD  and  ACWD.  ACWD 
expressed  concern  about  uncontrolled  recreational  activities  that  are  currently 
being  conducted  in  the  area  and  the  impacts  of  these  activities  on  water  quality. 

o Simms  Park  in  Niles  Canyon  is  one  of  the  projects  ACWD  is  coordinating  with 
SFWD  and  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  (EBRPD)  regarding  management 
issues.  Acknowledging  the  recreational  activity  that  has  persisted  for  years, 
ACWD  constructed  restroom  facilities,  picnic  tables  and  a parking  lot. 

o ACWD  is  also  working  with  EBRPD  to  establish  a trail  from  Fremont  through  Niles 
Canyon  to  Sunol. 

o ACWD  emphasized  that  it  does  not  want  to  be  a recreation  manager.  Rather,  they 
want  to  facilitate  responsible  development  of  some  recreational  opportunities  so 
that  water  quality  is  not  impacted.  ACWD  would  like  to  turn  over  management  of 
recreation  areas  to  EBRPD. 

o "The  Spot,"  located  near  Niles  Canyon,  was  cited  as  a source  of  concern  to  the 
ACWD.  This  property,  also  known  as  "Rancho  Aguirre"  is  leased  by  SFWD  to 
ACWD,  who  subleases  it  to  an  individual  who  manages  the  land  as  a campsite  for 
day  and  overnight  use.  ACWD  mentioned  concerns  regarding  unauthorized 
activities  and  general  mismanagement  of  the  land.  ACWD  has  already  given  Mr. 
Aguirre  notice  that  his  lease  is  being  phased  out  as  the  EBRPD  agreement  is 
implemented. 

o ACWD  stated  that  the  EBRPD  trail  development  and  implementation  plan  is  being 
conducted  as  a cooperative  effort  between  ACWD,  SFWD,  EBRPD  and  Caltrans. 
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o Mention  was  also  made  regarding  a joint  range  management  plan  being  developed 
by  ACWD,  SFWD  and  EBRPD.  As  originally  agreed,  SFWD  is  to  contribute 
$20,000  to  the  effort,  EBRPD  is  to  contribute  $20,000  and  ACWD  is  to  contribute 
$10,000.  At  present,  both  ACWD’s  Board  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  have  authorized  funding  for  the  study.  EBRPD’s  funding  approval  is 
still  pending  the  Board’s  approval  of  a range  management  policy. 

o Biological  contamination  from  Giardia  and  Cryptosporidium  was  cited  as  a major 
issue  by  the  ACWD  and  by  Coastside  County  Water  District,  a member  of 
BAWUA.  Cattle  were  recognized  as  primary  carriers  of  the  parasites.  Potential 
sources  for  Cryptosporidium  were  speculated  to  be  above  the  San  Antonio  and 
Calaveras  Reservoirs.  No  testing  has  been  conducted  by  the  EPA.  All  parties 
anticipate  EPA  to  issue  regulations  for  monitoring  Cryptosporidium  in  the  near 
future.  It  was  noted  by  BAWUA  that  tests  for  Cryptosporidium  at  Moccasin 
Reservoir  are  currently  being  proposed  as  part  of  an  effort  by  SFWD  to  obtain  a 
waiver  that  will  preclude  them  from  implementing  a filter  plant. 

o In  response  to  JMM’s  overview  of  SFWD’s  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey,  ACWD 
stated  that  they  conducted  a voluntary  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  two  years  ago. 
They  would  like  to  coordinate  closely  with  SFWD  on  the  Watershed  Sanitary 
Survey  in  the  hopes  that  they  can  use  it  to  meet  the  criteria  required  by  DOHS  for 
granting  ACWD  its  operating  permit.  JMM  suggested  that  ACWD  coordinate 
directly  with  Leonard  Swanson,  Water  Quality  Division  Manager,  SFWD. 

o It  was  discussed  that  the  amounts  of  State  water  diverted  to  Vallarcitos  Creek  in 
the  summertime  may  decrease  when  ACWD’s  new  treatment  plant  is  operating, 
and  as  demands  increase.  If  more  rain  occurs,  ACWD  may  get  its  full  State 
entitlement  of  water  using  this  method.  Del  Valle  Reservoir  will  have  to  store 
some  water. 


Specific  Issues 

o The  issue  of  pesticide  use  was  cited  as  an  issue  of  concern  by  the  ACWD. 

o Erosion  control,  including  specific  practices  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  in 
the  water  was  discussed. 
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o ACWD  and  BAWUA  acknowledged  that  California  Sport  Fishing  Alliance  filed  a 
complaint  with  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  calling  for  restoration  of 
a Steelhead  Trout  fishery  on  Alameda  Creek  in  Niles  Canyon.  DF&G  dismissed 
the  complaint  because  it  was  determined  that  California  Sport  Fishing  Alliance  had 
no  scientific  basis.  Note  was  made  of  an  existing  trout  fishery  on  Alameda  Creek 
that  is  currently  being  stocked  by  DF&G.  The  proposed  Steelhead  trout  fishery 
could  not  compete  with  the  existing  trout  fishery  and  DF&G  will  not  be  willing  to 
stock  both  areas.  ACWD  is  in  favor  of  continuing  the  existing  fishery  rather  than 
start  the  Steelhead. 

o Regarding  quarries,  ACWD  acknowledged  that  at  50  feet,  the  gravel  mined  at 
quarries  in  the  area  does  not  percolate  or  move  groundwater.  It  was  suggested 
that  once  quarry  operations  have  been  completed,  the  quarries  should  be  used  to 
store  surface  water. 


SFWD  Goals  and  Objectives 

o Regarding  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  there  was  some  discussion  regarding 
promises  made  when  negotiating  the  GGNRA  recreational  easements  that  have 
not  been  kept  in  terms  of  recreational  use.  BAWUA  expressed  support  for 
boundary  trails  on  the  periphery  of  the  watershed  or  on  fire  lanes  that  would  allow 
the  public  access  to  the  watershed,  but  restrict  them  from  entering  the  more 
sensitive  areas. 

o Regarding  SFWD’s  goal  to  use  non-potable  water  for  non-potable  uses,  BAWUA 
clarified  that  this  goal  was  not  referring  to  reclaimed  water.  (NOTE:  Earl  Lenahan 
is  a member  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  Water  Recycling  Committee.) 

o it  was  suggested  that  the  Watershed  Management  Plan  include  some  method  of 
weighing  the  costs  vs.  benefits  of  specific  uses  over  time. 

o The  importance  of  educating  the  public  was  stressed,  specifically,  helping  them  to 
understand  the  relevance  between  the  watershed  and  water  quality. 

o Cost  implications  of  land  uses  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  and  for  which  uses  the 
Bay  Area  Water  Users  would  be  paying  for  was  raised  by  BAWUA  as  a key  issue. 

o Regarding  the  secondary  goal  regarding  revenue  generation,  ACWD  suggested 
that  the  need  to  generate  revenue  is  an  important  one  and  should  be  recognized. 
However,  it  was  agreed  that  any  proposed  use  must  first  be  screened  through  the 
primary  goals,  especially  those  that  stress  the  importance  of  protecting  water 
quality  and  quantity. 
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o There  was  some  concern  expressed  that  water  quality  protection  was  not 
specifically  addressed  in  the  key  concerns  listed  on  the  maps.  SFWD  explained 
that  the  goal  to  protect  water  quality  was  assumed,  but  that  issues  materials  will 
be  revised  to  reflect  all  key  concerns  learned  during  the  interview  process. 


Public  and  Agency  Participation 


o BAWUA  asked  about  the  decision-making  process.  SFWD  explained  that  EDAW 
will  develop  alternatives  based  on  the  studies  and  will  make  a recommendation  to 
SFWD.  SFWD  staff  will  then  make  a recommendation  to  the  PUC.  The  PUC  will 
make  the  ultimate  decision  regarding  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plan. 
BAWUA  agreed  that  the  public  participation  process  is  crucial  to  getting  the  ear  of 
the  PUC. 

o Regarding  the  public  workshops,  both  ACWD  and  BAWUA  predicted  low  public 
participation  by  local  area  residents,  albeit  high  participation  by  environmental 
groups  and  regional  agencies. 


Materials  Recommended,  Received  or  Requested 

• BAWUA  will  review  the  BAWUA  map  and  list  of  members  that  JMM  provides  and 
will  modify  if  necessary 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB) 
Issues  Summary 
December  14,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Wil  Bruhns,  RWQCB  (Manager,  Watershed  Division) 

Bill  Hurley,  RWQCB  (Watershed  Division,  San  Francisco  Bay 
Region) 

Dale  Bowyer,  RWQCB  (Watershed  Division,  Alameda  Region) 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Bob  Hickman,  Environmental  Regulations,  SFWD 
Cindy  Wong,  Water  Quality  Division,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Karen  Johnson,  James  M.  Montgomery  Engineers  (JMM) 
Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  JMM  staff  met  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
(RWQCB)  to  identify  water  quality  issues  and  regulatory  requirements  that  should  be 
considered  in  the  development  of  the  management  plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and 
Alameda  watersheds. 

Reduced  copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/scheduie  were 
distributed.  Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan,  the 
Watershed  Sanitary  Survey,  the  membership  and  purpose  of  the  Watershed  Planning 
Committee  and  the  key  concerns  identified  by  Watershed  Division  staff  on  both  the 
Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  maps.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team, 
schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  and  agency 
participation  activities. 

The  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board’s  Watershed  Division  is  comprised  of  four 
functions:  (1)  urban  runoff/stormwater  runoff  issues;  (2)  certification  to  fill  wetlands; 

(3)  emergency  response  to  spills  and  complaints;  and  (4)  EIR  reviews.  They  work  closely 
with  the  Basin  Planning  group.  The  current  focus  of  RWQCB’s  Watershed  Division  is  to 
focus  on  the  region  as  a watershed  and  to  identify  the  problems  that  are  impacting  the 
watershed. 
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The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  discussed: 


General  Comments 


o The  RWQCB  expressed  their  interest  in  obtaining  as  much  information  as  possible 
about  the  operations  of  both  watersheds,  including  maps  with  geologic  and 
hydrologic  indicators  and  specific  key  issues  of  concern.  Most  of  this  information 
was  provided  on  the  reduced  issues  maps  of  key  concerns. 

o RWQCB  asked  if  the  plan  will  address  all  major  development  proposals.  SFWD 
responded  that  each  proposal  must  meet  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  and 
objectives.  In  addition,  individual  project  EIR’s  will  be  prepared  to  supplement  the 
Program  EIR  being  completed  for  this  project.  All  major  development  proposals 
will  be  required  to  do  a project  EIR. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  RWQCB’s  involvement  in  the  development  and 
eventual  enforcement  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  under  the  EPA’s 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  to  control  non-point  source  water  pollution.  EPA 
and  NOAA  are  currently  developing  BMP  manuals  to  be  implemented  within  2-1/2 
years  at  the  state  level  from  the  time  they  are  finalized  and  distributed.  SFWD 
suggested  that  BCDC  be  involved  in  this  committee  effort. 


Copper  Sulphate  Treatment  Issues 

o The  RWQCB  asked  if  SFWD  used  copper  sulphate  treatment  on  the  reservoirs 
and  expressed  their  concerns  regarding  impacts  of  the  treatment  to  water  quality, 
specifically,  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  SFWD  responded  that  copper  sulphate  was 
the  current  practice  for  controlling  algae  on  the  reservoirs,  however,  a new  aeration 
method  is  being  tested  as  an  alternative  method.  SFWD  also  provided  an 
overview  of  experimental  tests  with  the  aeration  treatment  method  for  removing 
algae.  It  was  explained  that  aeration/oxygenation  eliminates  the  anaerobic 
condition  that  permits  growth  of  algae  blooms. 

o It  was  noted  that  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  Treatment  Plant  Study  is  evaluating 
current  copper  sulphate  treatment  practices  in  their  discussions  regarding  a 
proposed  filter  treatment  plant. 

o A representative  of  SFWD’s  Water  Quality  Division  described  the  current  study  to 
see  what  happens  to  copper  sulphate-treated  water  after  it  passes  through  the 
treatment  plant  and  how  long  residual  copper  lasts  in  the  reservoir,  post-treatment. 
(It  was  noted  that  when  water  is  not  treated  with  copper  sulphate  and  the  algae 
is  not  removed  before  it  goes  to  the  treatment  plant,  the  algae  actually  shuts  down 
the  plant  operations.)  SFWD  has  a theory  that  copper  sulphate  treatment  does  not 
contribute  to  the  distribution  of  copper  into  the  system  as  the  algae  uses  up  the 
copper  sulphate.  A Santa  Clara  Committee  report  to  the  Regional  Board  supports 
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this  theory.  Results  of  this  study  were  due  the  day  of  the  interview.  The  Water 
Quality  Division  representative  stated  that  she  would  relay  results  of  the  study  to 
RWQCB. 

o Specific  issues  regarding  algae  treatment  were  discussed.  It  was  acknowledged 
that  too  much  algae  or  too  much  copper  sulphate  in  the  water  kills  fish.  A balance 
should  be  struck.  However,  the  timing  of  the  treatment  must  be  coordinated  with 
nature. 

o SFWD  asked  RWQCB  if,  at  this  time,  the  Regional  Board  has  a preference  for 
algae  treatment  in  the  reservoirs.  The  RWQCB  responded  that  the  Regional 
Board  is  in  the  early  stages  of  study  regarding  this  issue.  SFWD  should  anticipate 
and  address  the  issue  as  part  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plan. 

o The  RWQCB  stated  that  they  are  currently  searching  for  alternatives  to  copper 
sulphate  for  controlling  algae.  They  requested  that  through  the  SF  Watershed 
Management  planning  process,  SFWD  should  attempt  to  explore  all  possible 
alternatives  for  this  type  of  treatment. 

o The  RWQCB  asked  if  SFWD  has  conducted  any  studies  on  the  effects  of  copper 
on  the  ecosystem  before  and  after  treatment. 


Grazinq/Range  Management  Issues 


o The  impacts  of  cattle  grazing  on  water  quality  was  mentioned  as  a key  concern  of 
the  RWQCB.  RWQCB  inquired  about  SFWD’s  current  range  management 
practices  and  plans  for  the  future.  SFWD  responded  that  range  management 
practices  are  being  evaluated  as  part  of  each  of  the  individual  watershed 
management  plans.  SFWD  is  also  about  to  embark  on  a joint  study  of  range 
management  practices  for  the  Alameda  Watershed  with  the  Alameda  County 
Water  District  (ACWD)  and  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  (EBRPD). 

o RWQCB  expressed  their  concern  about  confined  animal  facilities  (dairies,  stables, 
etc.)  and  the  large  amounts  of  manure  which  can  accumulate  at  these  facilities. 
The  resultant  runoff  from  these  facilities  can  be  ammonia  laden  and  kill  fish. 
RWQCB  suggested  that  SFWD  coordinate  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
(SCS)  with  regard  to  all  grazing  activities/range  management  practices.  The 
primary  concern  of  the  SCS  is  the  large  amounts  of  manure  produced  at  these 
confined  animal  facilities. 

o The  RWQCB  inquired  if  there  were  other  grazing  animals  that  were  being 
considered  as  part  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort.  SFWD 
responded  that  on  the  Alameda  Watershed,  there  were  three-horse  stable 
operations  that  were  either  proposed  or  existing. 
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o In  response  to  SFWD’s  request  regarding  RWQCB  regulations  that  would  affect 
grazing  operations,  RWQCB  replied  that  there  are  regulations  for  confined  animal 
facilities.  Article  6,  Chapter  15,  Title  23  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations 
specifically  addresses  the  issue  of  dairy  waste  (manure).  This  code  will  be 
finalized  next  week.  RWQCB  will  route  a copy  to  SFWD  when  the  regulation  is 
finalized. 

o RWQCB  serves  on  a committee  sponsored  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  to 
develop  a statewide  program  for  addressing  grazing  impacts. 

o A Rangeland  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Workshop  is  being  held  on  January  5 and 
6,  1993  at  the  University  of  California,  Davis. 

o RWQCB  is  currently  working  with  the  Alameda  County  Farm  Bureau  and  EBRPD 
to  develop  a plan  for  managing  dairy  practices.  Los  Trampas  Stables  on  Los 
Trampas  Creek  was  offered  as  an  example  of  the  controversy  between  dairy 
practices  and  water  quality. 

o RWQCB  met  with  the  Resource  Conservation  Department  regarding  best 
management  practices  addressing  confined  animal/dairy  waste  regulations. 

o A primary  concern  regarding  grazing  impacts  or  dairy  waste  on  water  quality  is  the 
resultant  increased  nutrient  loads. 

o RWQCB  stated  that  their  current  practice  is  to  become  involved  in  grazing 
operations  only  when  a problem  regarding  impacts  to  water  quality  has  been  sited. 
Once  regulations  are  implemented,  they  intend  to  enforce  grazing  practice 
standards  more  stringently. 


Alameda  Watershed  Issues 


o Note  was  made  of  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study  currently  being 
conducted  for  SFWD  by  consultants  Bookman-Edmonston  to  estimate  the 
feasibility  of  establishing  a trout  fishery  along  a three  to  four-mile  segment  of 
Alameda  Creek. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  Chevron  pipeline  that  crosses  from  San 
Antonio  Reservoir,  under  Alameda  Creek  to  San  Jose,  as  well  as  another  pipeline 
that  goes  from  Pleasanton  to  San  Jose.  RWQCB  requires  that  specific 
maintenance  standards  be  met  to  prevent  corrosion  and  to  respond  to 
emergencies.  RWQCB  expressed  concern  regarding  the  age  of  the  pipes  and  the 
preparedness  plan.  RWQCB  strongly  recommended  that  intense  efforts  be  made 
to  monitor  and  control  corrosion  and  earthquake-induced  leaks  before  they 
"daylight." 
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o Regarding  impacts  of  quarries  and  the  impending  operations  of  Apperson  Ridge 
Quarry,  RWQCB  is  interested  in  the  monitoring  and  control  of  fine  solids  that 
migrate  downstream  as  a result  of  quarry  operations.  The  pH  of  the  rock  being 
mined  is  also  a concern  to  the  RWQCB. 

o RWQCB  is  interested  in  the  protection  of  riparian  zones. 


Peninsula  Watershed  Issues 


o It  was  noted  that  SFWD  owns  nearly  all  of  the  land  within  the  hydrological 
boundary  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  except  for  the  coastal  boundary. 

o RWQCB  inquired  about  SFWD’s  plans  to  install  fish  ladders  on  the  old  dams, 
waterheads  or  reservoirs.  SFWD  responded  that  efforts  are  being  coordinated  with 
the  Department  of  Fish  & Game  to  identify  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a 
Steelhead  fishery  at  Pilarcitos  Creek. 

o RWQCB  asked  for  clarification  for  the  proposed  Pilarcitos  Creek  restoration, 
specifically,  details  regarding  water  releases  from  Stone  Dam,  and  how  riparian 
habitat  restoration  would  be  addressed. 

o RWQCB  stated  that  they  would  like  to  see  reservoirs  restored  with  diverse  aquatic 
habitat,  including  natural,  native  species  and  creatures  at  low  trophic  levels.  It  was 
asked  if  SFWD  had  conducted  any  studies  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem,  including 
impacts  of  copper  on  survival  of  native  aquatic  species. 

o RWQCB  mentioned  a 404B-1  analysis  that  measures  the  impacts  of  proposed 
uses  on  an  aquatic  site.  Currently,  State  of  California  water  quality  certification 
(401)  requirements  are  being  reviewed. 

o Regarding  the  proposed  golf  course,  RWQCB  is  concerned  about  potentially 
serious  impacts  of  chemicals  on  water  quality.  They  stressed  the  need  to  minimize 
run-off.  They  support  the  implementation  of  BMP’s  for  golf  courses. 

o RWQCB  confirmed  that  mountain  lions  live  on  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
watersheds. 

o RWQCB  requested  a general  assessment  of  endangered  species. 


Materials  Recommended,  Received  or  Requested 

Rangeland  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Workshop  agenda  packet  (received) 
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Rangeland  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Workshop 
January  5/6,  1993 

Location:  General  Session,  Memorial  Union,  MUII  Room,  UC  Davis 
Poster,  Social  and  Dinner,  University  Club,  UC  Davis 


Schedule 


Tuesday,  January  5 


9:00  - 
10:00  - 
10:15  - 
10:45  - 
11:15  - 
11:45  - 
1:00  - 
1:30  - 
2:00  - 
2:30  - 


4:00  - 
5:00  - 
6:30  - 


10:00  a.m. 

10:15 

10:45 

11:15 

11:45 

1 :00  p.m. 

1:30 

2:00 

2:30 

4:00 


5:00 

6:30 

8:00 


Registration/Coffee 

Introduction 

Role  of  Monitoring  in  Adaptive  Management  (Dennis  Pendleton,  Univer.  Ext.,  UCD) 
Monitoring  and  Cumulative  Effects  Analysis  (Bob  Curry,  Env.  Geology,  UCSC) 
Group  Activity — Develop  Criteria  for  a Watershed  Monitoring  Plan 
Lunch 

Vegetation  Monitoring  (John  Menke,  Agronomy  & Range  Science,  UCD) 

Soil  and  Hydrologic  Monitoring  (Mike  Singer,  Soils  & Biogeochemistry,  UCD) 

Group  Activity/Break 

Project  Reports  (tentative  schedule) 

Bridgeport  Mountain  Meadows 
Lassen  Creek 
Tomki  Watershed 
Break 

Poster  Session/Wine  and  Cheese  — University  Club 
Dinner  — University  Club 


Wednesday,  January  6 


7:45  - 

8:30  a.m. 

Continental  Breakfast 

8:30  - 

8:45 

Housekeeping,  Questions 

8:45  - 

9:15 

Fish  Habitat  Monitoring  (Peter  Moyle,  Wildlife  & Fisheries  Biology,  UCD) 

9:15  - 

9:45 

Aquatic  Habitat  Monitoring  (Allen  Knight,  Hydrologic  Science,  UCD) 

9:45  - 

10:00 

Break 

10:00  - 

10:30 

Group  Activity 

10:30  - 

11:00 

Successful  Monitoring  (RWP) 

11:00  - 

1 2:00  p.m. 

Project  Reports  (tentative  schedule) 
Morro  Bay 

Hardwood  Nutrient  Cycling 
Hardwood  Riparian  Project 

12:00  - 

1:00 

Lunch 

1:00  - 

2:00 

Project  Reports/Wrap-up 

\(tHk 

Is  ,.  Li,  m/v 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION 
CJNTVERSITY  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Agronomy  and  Range  Science  Extension 


J 

Department  of  Agronomy  and  Range  Science 
Davis,  California  95616-8515 

FAX  NO.  (916)  752-4361 

Phone  (916)  752-1720/3455 


November  23,  1992 


TO: 


FROM: 


■UC  Faculty 
Barbara  Allen-Diaz 
Don  Erman 
James  Bartolome 
Joseph  Cech 
Robert  Flocchini 
Charles  Goldman 
John  Helms 
Lynn  Huntsinger 
John  Loomis 
John  Menke 
Dick  Plant 
Cal  Qualset 
Kevin  Rice 


SCS 

Chuck  Bell 
Anita  Brown 
Gary  Bullard 
Charles  Davis 
Pearlie  Reed 
Rome  Rivera 
Dave  Smith 


Agencies 
Cathy  Bleier 
Clay  Brandow 
Kathryn  Coleman 
Jack  Hodges  ' 
Gaylon  Lee 
Jovita  Pajarillo 


%j 

Melvin  R.  George 

Extension  Range  & Pasture  Spec. 


v — 

W.  James  Clawson 
Extension  Range  Specialist 


Attached  is  the  agenda  for  our  upcoming  Rangeland  Water  Quality  Monitorina 
War  shop  on  January  5-6  at  UCD.  We  invite  you  to  attend  this  wTrVshap  A 
egistrotion  form  is  included.  Meals  will  be  covered  by  the  project.  Department 
chairs  are  encouraged  to  route  the  agenda  to  faculty  who  may  be  interested. 

Please  note  that  there  will  be  a poster  session. 


MRG/nm 

Attachment 

cc:  Dean  Wilford  Gardner  Michael  Reid 
Bill  Hambleton  Terry  Salmon 

Nickie  King  Allyn  Smith 

Dean  John  Kinsella  Dean  Seymour  Van  Gundy 


Rangeland  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Workshop 
January  516,  7 993 
Registration  Form 

Name  . Location  __  . _ - 

Phone  No  Address 

Lodging  will  be  provided  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  110  F Street,  Davis,  (916)  753-3600 
Please  check:  If  you  need  lodging  □ If  you  prefer  nonsmoking  □ 

I would  like  to  room  with 

Please  check  the  meals  you  wiil  be  attending:  January  5,  Lunch  C Janucry  5,  Poster  Session  and  Dinner  □ 

Jcnuary  6,  Lunch  Q 

I will  participate  in  the  poster  session  on  January  5 □ Poster  Title 

Return  by  December  10.  199 2.  to  Mel  George,  Agronomy  & Range  Science,  Universiry  of  California,  Davis,  CA 
95616-8515 

Phone  No.:  (916)  752-1720  FAX  No.:  (916)  752-4361 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Alameda-Contra  Costa  County  Cattlemen's  Association/ 
Alameda  County  Farm  Bureau  and  the 
Alameda  Co.  Property  & Homeowners  Association 
Issues  Summary 
December  17,  1992 


Meeting  Attendees:  Thomas  Brumleve,  President,  Cattlemen’s  Association 

Tony  Fields,  Rancher 
Russ  Fields,  Rancher 
Bob  Pombo,  Rancher 
Don  Vieux,  Rancher 
Larry  Williams,  Rancher 

Frank  Neu,  Alameda  County  Property  & Homeowners  Assoc. 
Dan  Reasor,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 
Pete  Brucato,  SFWD 

Frank  Marino,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper,  SFWD 

Mike  Byrne,  Alameda  Watershed  Keeper,  SFWD 

Leo  Bauer,  SFWD 

Tim  Koopmann,  SFWD 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  the  Cattlemen’s  Association,  the  Farm  Bureau  and  the 
Property  Owners  and  Homeowners  Association  of  Alameda  County  to  identify  key  issues 
that  should  be  considered  in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  with  regard  to  the 
Alameda  Watershed.  Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns 
identified.  Reduced  copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary 
workplan/schedule  were  distributed.  Joe  Naras  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and 
purpose  of  the  watershed  management  planning  effort  and  the  goals  and  objectives  being 
developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee.  He  also  described  each  watershed 
and  highlighted  the  key  concerns  identified  by  SFWD.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the 
team,  schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  groups  that 
have  been  interviewed  and  other  upcoming  public  outreach  activities. 

Most  of  the  representatives  being  interviewed  belonged  to  all  three  organizations. 
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A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below. 


General  Issues 


o Some  members  of  the  group  asked  the  project  team  how  they  intend  to  ensure 
that  the  plan,  once  developed  is  actually  implemented.  They  stressed  the  need 
for  the  plans  and  policies  to  stand  the  tests  of  time  and  elected  administrations. 
SFWD  responded  that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  planning  effort  to  create  policies  that 
help  establish  continuity. 

o Some  group  members  wanted  to  know  the  specific  primary  and  secondary  goals 
and  objectives  of  the  SFWD  and  how  the  ranching  community  fits  with  them. 
Specifically,  they  wanted  to  know  if  SFWD  considered  grazing  to  be  an  adverse 
impact  or  beneficial  to  the  watershed.  SFWD  responded  that  the  protection  of 
water  quality  has  been  identified  as  the  number  one  goal,  however,  a decision 
regarding  grazing  will  be  made  only  when  all  of  the  field  studies  have  been 
completed.  Until  then,  it  is  the  intent  of  SFWD  to  remain  open  to  discussion  of  all 
existing  and  proposed  uses. 

o Some  questioned  the  need  for  a program  EIR.  Others  supported  its  inclusion  in 
the  planning  effort. 

o One  group  member  suggested  that  the  EIR  be  put  off  as  long  as  possible  so  that 
it  will  be  considered  current. 


Grazing  Lease  Issues 

o As  agricultural  land  agent  for  SFWD,  Tim  Koopmann  expressed  his  desire  to  work 
with  the  ranchers  and  farmers  who  lease  land  from  SFWD  to  develop  a grazing 
lease  policy  that  meets  the  needs  of  both  the  ranchers  and  SFWD. 

o The  group  discussed  the  current  process  for  letting  bids  for  SFWD  agricultural 
leases.  Before  1 975,  a sealed  bid  process  was  used.  After  1 975,  oral  bids  were 
introduced  which  resulted  in  short-term  leases  going  to  the  highest  bidder. 
Prospective  lessees  came  in  from  out  of  town  and  bid  on  the  land  for  more  than 
it  was  worth  for  the  tax  incentive.  Once  the  land  was  leased,  a profit  could  not  be 
turned  by  running  an  appropriate  number  of  cattle  for  the  amount  of  land  leased. 
Thus,  many  of  the  leased  lands  were  overgrazed  and  also  began  to  suffer  from 
neglected  fences,  corrals  and  water  systems. 

o An  animal  unit  month  (AUM)  leasing  policy  was  proposed  to  help  ensure  good 
stewardship  of  the  land.  Suggested  features  of  the  AUM  lease  include  5-10-year 
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leases  that  allow  the  land  manager  a planning  horizon.  Leases  are  priced  the 
same  for  all  lessees  but  the  selection  of  a lessee  depends  on  the  ranchers 
ranching  ability  and  history  in  the  local  area.  Structured  like  those  leases  under 
the  Williamson  Act,  the  lease  is  renewed  yearly  to  the  full  term,  when  both  the 
lessor  and  lessee  are  satisfied  that  each  has  met  the  terms  of  the  lease.  A 
representative  from  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  (EBRPD)  stated  that  their 
current  lease  terms  are  3-5  years  and  are  awarded  based  on  a list  of  requirements 
that  measure  experience  and  provisions,  among  other  things. 

o Some  concern  was  expressed  regarding  the  criteria  requiring  all  ranching  lessees 
to  be  "local".  The  definition  of  "local"  was  questioned.  One  suggestion  was  within 
45  minutes  drive  from  the  ranching  land. 

(NOTE:  Tracy  was  considered  "local"  to  the  Alameda  Watershed.) 

o The  basic  feeling  among  the  group  was  that  whoever  manages  the  land  must  have 
some  kind  of  stake  in  it  and  that  the  wording  of  the  lease  should  provide  some 
kind  of  incentive. 

o A stable  environment  must  be  created  between  the  land  manager  and  the  lessee 
that  is  based  on  a clear  understanding  of  each  other’s  expectations  in  order  to 
build  trust.  Trust  and  performance  will  be  proven  over  time. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  a 60-90  day  clause  in  the  current  leasing  contract 
that  allows  SFWD  to  break  the  lease  to  stop  any  activity  that  would  degrade  the 
watershed.  Although  some  group  members  felt  that  this  type  of  clause  detracted 
from  the  building  of  trust,  that  it  was  a necessary  evil  to  protect  SFWD,  the 
watershed  and,  above  all,  water  quality. 

o One  group  member  stated  that  a revised  leasing  policy  should  be  developed  to 
promote  good  stewardship  and  to  protect  lessees. 

o It  was  stated  that  the  person  who  enforces  the  terms  of  the  lease  is  critical  to  the 
success  of  the  lease  agreement. 

o It  was  stressed  that  the  positive  aspects  of  grazing,  used  as  a land  management 
tool,  must  be  communicated  to  SFWD  and  the  PUC.  The  land  management  uses, 
such  as  fire  management,  mowing  and  disking  provide  benefits  that  have  a value 
attached. 

o One  group  member  predicted  that  there  will  come  a time  when  public  agencies  will 
pay  ranchers  to  bring  their  cattle  on  the  land  to  graze  as  a land  management  tool. 
In  the  meantime,  he  suggested  that  the  benefit  of  the  grazing  service  should  be 
factored  into  the  formula  to  determine  fees  and  the  terms  of  the  lease  agreement. 
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o The  responsible  parties  for  other  land  management  activities  must  be  clearly 
defined  in  the  terms  of  the  lease  (e.g.,  building  fences,  building  spring 
developments,  etc.)  Through  this  type  of  understanding,  both  parties  can  see  the 
source  of  the  fees  and  realize  the  benefits. 


General  Grazing  Issues 

o One  of  the  members  expressed  concern  that  the  livestock  industry  has  become 
the  scapegoat  for  Giardia  and  Cryptosporidium.  He  stressed  the  need  to  address 
the  problem  of  parasites  from  a holistic  perspective  to  determine  the  positive  and 
negative  impacts  of  restricting  grazing. 

o East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  recognizes  grazing  as  a benefit  consistent  with  its 
goals.  However,  EBRPD  intentions  are  to  implement  grazing  policies  that  will 
control  practices  more  closely. 

o The  issue  of  seasonal  grazing  vs.  continuous  grazing  was  discussed.  Fencing 
cattle  to  keep  them  away  from  riparian  zones  was  discussed  in  depth.  One  group 
member  suggested  that  the  goal  to  protect  water  quality  was  not  justification  for 
fencing  the  cattle  out  of  the  creek.  However,  SFWD  countered  that  there  have 
been  some  recent  studies  that  show  reduced  incidents  of  parasites  when  cattle  are 
restricted  from  the  creeks. 

o The  Cattlemen’s  Association  suggested  a mechanism  to  assist  in  the  preservation 
of  the  cattlemen’s  industry. 


Hazardous  Materials/Pest  Control  Issues 


o Concern  was  expressed  regarding  storage  of  hazardous  materials  on  the 
watershed  (fuel,  fertilizers,  pesticides)  and  the  potential  for  hazardous  materials 
spills  on  the  watershed.  Fuel  tanks  have  been  installed  on  some  leased  lands. 

o Regarding  the  issue  of  hazardous  materials,  including  pesticides  and  fuel,  it  was 
noted  that  rigs  should  be  fueled  before  coming  to  the  leased  land. 

o Pest  management  was  discussed.  It  was  acknowledged  that  hunting  and  shooting 
is  prohibited  on  the  watershed.  However,  some  group  members  stated  that  by 
hunting  and  shooting  ground  squirrels  and  other  animals  considered  detrimental 
to  ranch  operations,  they  are  practicing  good  husbandry. 
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o Poison  bait  was  discussed  as  a pest  control  alternative  to  shooting.  Some  group 
members  suggested  that  if  poison  bait  was  the  method  recommended  by  SFWD, 
that  they  should  provide  the  bait  and  the  ranchers  would  put  it  out. 

o SFWD  stated  that,  presently,  an  integrated  pest  management  approach  is  being 
considered  as  part  of  the  planning  process,  by  which  the  potential  impacts  of  all 
pest  control  methods  on  other  species  would  be  fully  considered. 

o An  EBRPD  representative  stated  that  they  have  implemented  one  integrated  pest 
management  program  which  starting  to  work  for  them  on  ground  squirrels  and 
thistles.  They  acknowledged  it  was  a difficult  process. 

o SFWD  stated  that  they  must  mandate  pesticide  practices  to  protect  water  quality. 
However,  the  necessity  of  pesticides  is  acknowledged  and  minimization  of  toxic 
chemicals  does  not  prohibit  use  altogether. 


Wildlife  Issues 


o Methods  for  controlling  feral  pigs  were  discussed.  They  are  considered  a nuisance 
to  ranchers.  Although  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  considers  the  feral  pig 
a game  mammal,  they  have  approved  depredation  programs  administered  by  the 
East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  on  some  private  lands  and  on  Mt.  Diablo. 

o It  was  stated  that  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DF&G)  must  be  involved  in 
all  decisions  to  address  predator  or  wildlife  problems  (e.g.,  mountain  lions,  coyote, 
feral  pigs,  etc.).  Generally,  DF&G  has  been  proven  to  be  very  cooperative  on  the 
local  level,  issuing  permits  to  hunt  animals  for  depredation  purposes. 

o There  is  concern  that  DF&G  may  propose  to  introduce  predatory  animals  on 
leased  land  in  the  attempt  to  try  to  restore  native  habitat. 

o Mention  was  made  of  a $500,000  study  being  commissioned  by  Berkeley  to 
reintroduce  Tule  Elk.  Group  members  asked  how  this  type  of  reintroduction  would 
affect  livestock  and  grazing.  Several  group  members  stated  that  if  the  government 
insists  on  reintroducing  wild  species,  they  must  make  sure  that  there  are  funds  to 
control  them. 

o It  was  suggested  that  in  order  to  restore  a habitat,  one  cannot  reintroduce  just  one 
species,  but  must  also  reintroduce  predators,  otherwise  the  native  animals  do  not 
behave  as  they  would  in  the  wild.  They  would  become  docile  and  lazy  and  end 
up  being  domesticated  animals. 
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o It  was  suggested  that  wildlife  depredation  policies  and  the  tenants  responsibilities 
and  rights  should  be  clearly  outlined  in  the  lease  agreements. 

o One  member  asked  if  a predator  animal  like  the  mountain  lion,  was  killing  calves, 
would  the  ranchers  be  compensated  for  them?  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 
stated  that  as  part  of  their  lease  agreement,  they  do  compensate  the  rancher  as 
long  as  it  is  a "proven  kill."  It  was  suggested  that  this  issue  be  clearly  stated  in  the 
lease  agreement  terms  so  that  the  lessee  is  compensated  monetarily  or  by  a 
reduction  in  the  bid. 

o The  impacts  of  public  access  and  encroachment  on  the  wildlife  that  used  to  exist 
on  EBRPD  lands  were  discussed  and  compared  to  the  wildlife  that  exist  on  the 
Alameda  Watershed. 

o EBRPD  suggested  that  SFWD  educate  the  public  regarding  the  migratory  wildlife 
corridor. 


Other  Issues 


o in  the  past,  there  were  no  policies  to  restrict  tree  cutting  or  removal  by  the  land 
tenants.  However,  exploitation  by  some  lessees  resulted  in  the  current  policy  of 
no  tree  cutting  or  removal  allowed  without  approval  from  SFWD. 

o The  potential  benefits  and  drawbacks  of  prescribed  burns  were  discussed.  The 
benefits  are  related  to  vegetation  management,  the  prevention  of  wildfires  and 
creation  of  new  soil  and  vegetation.  Erosion  impacts  after  prescribed  bums  was 
cited  as  a drawback,  as  well  as  potential  impacts  to  endangered  species. 
Generally,  the  group  decided  that  fire  management  policies  must  be  implemented 
before  and  after  the  bum. 

o One  group  member  cautioned  that  in  his  experience,  when  grazing  has  been 
stopped,  an  unnatural  growth  in  fuel  has  built  up  and  resulted  in  unnaturally  hot 
fires  that  actually  kill  Oak  Trees.  Healthy  Oaks  are  attributed  to  grazing. 

o Aesthetics  and  landscaping  were  cited  as  important  public  relations  issues  for  the 
watershed. 


o It  was  suggested  that  public  information  efforts  emphasize  the  positive  aspects  of 
grazing,  that  grazing  is  natural  and  cows  are  the  domesticated  animals  suited  to 
perform  this  vegetation  management  task. 
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o It  was  stated  that  there  is  an  adversarial  relationship  between  the  environmental 
community  and  the  agricultural  industry.  Group  members  explained  that  they  have 
a stake  in  a sustained  environment. 

o SFWD  was  asked  if  the  WPC  has  a landscape  goal.  Some  group  members  said 
that  there  must  be  proper  landscaping  in  order  to  maximize  water  development. 

o The  issue  of  property  rights  versus  water  operations  was  discussed.  Some 
members  expressed  concern  regarding  potential  impacts  to  property  if  water  use 
is  restricted. 

o Regarding  road  management  and  maintenance,  one  member  of  the  group  advised 
SFWD  to  use  sound  grading  practices  on  back  country  and  county  fire  roads. 
Workshops  were  conducted  by  the  Contra  Costa  County  Resource  Conservation 
District  that  presented  practical  techniques  for  maintenance  of  roads. 


Public  Access  Issues 


o Several  group  members  feel  that  no  scientific  or  environmental  groups  should  be 
allowed  access  to  the  watershed  for  studies. 

o Litter,  liability  and  fire  hazards  were  cited  as  key  impacts  of  human  encroachment. 

o It  was  asked  whether  a tenant  would  have  the  right  to  restrict  access  to  their 
property.  It  was  determined  that  SFWD  will  advise  in  advance  those  lease  holders 
when  groups  are  granted  access  to  the  watershed  and  their  property. 

o Some  group  members  expressed  that  some  type  of  public  access  on  the 
watershed  is  inevitable,  but  that  they  want  to  be  involved  in  part  of  the  decision- 
making process. 

o Public  education  and  involvement  activities  were  suggested.  It  was  noted  that 
EBRPD  distributes  an  interpretive  brochure  at  its  parks. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Jim  Bond,  Fish  & Game 

Roy  Budzinski,  Range  Manager,  EBRPD  (for  Grazing  License  and  Wildland  Management 
Plan) 


Materials  Received,  Recommended  or  Received 

EBRPD  Grazing  License  and  Wildland  Management  Plan 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  State  of  California 
The  Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Forestry 
Issues  Summary 
Tuesday,  January  5,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Ken  Nahoda,  Director,  Vegetation  Management  Program,  CDF 

Dave  Soho,  Manager,  San  Mateo/Santa  Cruz  Counties,  CDF 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Mark  Mueller,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Associates 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  participated  in  a meeting  with  the  California  Department 
of  Forestry  to  understand  their  operations  and  interactions  with  SFWD,  as  well  as  to 
identify  the  issues  they  feel  should  be  considered  in  the  watershed  management  plan  with 
regard  to  policies  and  strategies  that  address  fire  prevention  and  resource  management 
on  each  watershed. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
SFWD  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort,  as  well  as  a description  of  each  watershed,  highlighting  the  key  concerns 
identified  by  the  SFWD.  EDAW  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and  workplan, 
and  reviewed  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  and  objectives  being  developed  by  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC).  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  public 
outreach  activities. 

CDF  provided  an  overview  of  their  operations.  CDF  is  part  of  the  State  Resources 
Agency.  Its  mission  is  forestry  and  fire  protection.  Eighty-nine  percent  of  CDF’s  efforts 
goes  towards  fire  protection  and  prevention;  11  percent  goes  toward  resource 
management.  Thirty-two  million  acres  of  specific  lands  in  the  state  are  designated  "State 
Responsibility  Areas."  The  watersheds  fall  within  this  designation  rather  than  under  the 
federal  government’s  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  CDF  enforces  fire  laws  and  manages 
wildlife  and  wildlands  under  the  Public  Resources  Code.  This  includes  administering 
vegetation  management  programs  and  meeting  clearance  requirements.  CDF  also 
maintains  state  nurseries  and  urban  forestry  projects.  As  part  of  its  resource 
management  responsibilities,  CDF  gives  advice  to  non-industrial  and  private  land  owners. 
There  are  four  regions  within  the  State  that  each  include  a field  operating  or  ranger  unit, 
as  well  as  emergency  command  center,  fire  stations  and  lookouts,  air  attach  bases,  fire 
prevention  staff  and  resource  management  staff. 
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A summary  of  the  discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

o CDF  was  consulted  by  SFWD  in  the  development  of  the  staff  and  program  for 
watershed  management  for  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o The  San  Mateo  County  Fire  Safety  Program  (vegetation  management)  is  mutually 
administered  by  CDF  and  SFWD  because  it  is  an  area  where  urban  dwellers  and 
wildland  resources  coexist. 

o ESA  asked  if  there  is  a cooperative  fire  protection  agreement  between  SFWD  and 
CDF.  CDF  responded  that  this  type  of  agreement  is  not  necessary  because  the 
watershed  lands  are  part  of  the  "State  Responsibility  Area." 

o In  response  to  ESA’s  question  regarding  vegetation  management  programs,  Ken 
Nahoda,  Manager  of  CDF’s  Vegetation  Management  Program  at  the  state  level 
said  they  would  have  no  problem  entering  into  a joint  agreement  with  SFWD. 
However,  he  cautioned  that  CDF’s  ranger  unit  resources  are  limited  with  regard 
to  assisting  in  the  implementation  of  such  a program. 

o Methods  of  vegetation  management  or  fire  hazard  reduction  used  by  CDF  primarily 
include  prescribed  fire,  as  well  as  alternative  methods  such  as  inmate  crews. 

o Typically,  funding  for  a vegetation  management  program  that  is  implemented 
through  a cooperative  agreement  is  provided  through  a cost-sharing  process  that 
usually  requires  a 70%  contribution  by  the  State  (CDF)  and  a 30%  contribution 
from  the  local  source.  Options  for  offsetting  costs  include  deducting  the  cost  of 
preparing  the  EIR  and  contribution  of  SFWD  personnel  and  equipment.  CDF 
noted  that  the  process  of  negotiating  a cost  sharing  agreement  is  wide  open. 

o A multi-phased  project  requires  a maximum  contract  of  three  years. 

o Regarding  prescribed  burns,  CDF  typically  conducts  prescribed  burns  of  45  acres 
per  year.  The  burn  frequency  and  time  of  year  depends  upon  whether  or  not  rare 
or  endangered  species,  such  as  vegetation  and  nesting  birds  are  present.  Prior 
to  approval  of  a prescribed  burn  program,  a "down  and  dirty"  land  management 
plan  is  required  that  addresses  archeological  and  cultural  issues. 

o The  prescribed  burn  program  typically  takes  six  to  eight  weeks  to  prepare.  Upon 
completion,  the  program  can  be  implemented  at  the  next  "burn  window." 

o CDF  stated  that  the  number  of  projects  is  highly  dependent  upon  public  interest 
and  support. 
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o The  function  of  the  Air  Quality  Management  District  (AQMD)  may  be  restrictive 
with  regard  to  determining  and  approving  burn  windows.  It  was  noted  that  the  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  highly  restrictive.  CDF 
recommended  that  the  watershed  management  planning  team  meet  with  the 
BAAQMD  early  on  to  establish  a good  working  relationship  and  try  to  anticipate 
potential  obstacles.  SFWD  mentioned  that  prior  meetings  with  BAAQMD  prompted 
the  need  for  a smoke  management  plan  that  requires  a prescribed  burn  to  meet 
the  following  criteria:  (1)  it  must  be  a good  "bum  day;"  (2)  conditions  must  be  dry 
and  the  level  of  pollution  low;  (3)  no  smoke. 

o With  regard  to  public  outreach  regarding  prescribed  bums,  CDF  stated  that  they 
took  precautions  to  notify  the  surrounding  public  in  advance  by  distributing  leaflets. 
They  feel  that  this  approach  satisfies  most  people. 

o A key  concern  of  CDF  is  the  age  and  condition  of  fuels  on  both  watersheds. 
According  to  fire  records  kept  in  Sacramento,  there  is  no  record  of  a major  fire 
since  the  early  1900’s.  In  the  Bay  and  coastal  areas,  the  cycle  between  burns  is 
much  longer,  allowing  for  the  build-up  of  fuel.  According  to  CDF,  it  is  not  a matter 
of  if  a fire  will  occur,  but  when.  The  Oakland  fire  storm  was  an  indicator  of  the 
status  of  fuel  in  the  Bay  Area. 

o CDF  stated  that  they  would  like  to  see  the  following  elements  incorporated  into  the 
Watershed  Management  Plans:  define  access  points;  coordinate  with  the  public; 
list  contact  persons;  define  access  to  and  locations  of  water  resources  and  natural 
resources;  provide  goals  for  fire  hazard  reduction;  and  initiate  a public  education 
and  information  program. 

o The  regional  ranger  unit  is  concerned  regarding  impacts  to  wildlife,  endangered 
species  and  archeological  and  cultural  resources. 

o CDF  stated  that  leaving  the  watersheds  alone  should  not  be  considered  as  an 
alternative  due  to  the  following  potential  negative  consequences:  flood,  erosion, 
pest  problems  and  fuel  build-up.  The  watersheds  must  be  managed  and  controlled 
in  order  to  protect  resources. 

o ESA  requested  access  to  any  research,  monitoring  or  documentation  of  the  post- 
burn restoration  process  that  CDF  may  have.  It  was  noted  that  the  timing  and 
method  of  the  prescribed  burn  may  or  may  not  alter  the  species  depending  on  the 
nature  of  the  species. 
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o CDF  suggested  the  following  guidelines  for  prescribed  burns.  First,  identify  priority 
burn  areas,  then  design  a mosaic  of  burns,  beginning  with  cool  season  burns 
(winter,  fall  and  spring).  During  these  cool  times,  new  vegetative  species  often 
surface  during  the  post-burn  restoration  process.  Once  major  fuel  break  changes, 
summer  burns  can  be  conducted  to  follow  a more  natural  process. 

o A high  quality  map  should  be  used  to  identify  locations  of  access  points  and  fire 
lanes.  A planimetric  is  suggested  that  shows  a comprehensive  road  system  that 
everyone  understands.  Consider  a road  numbering  system.  (At  present,  SFWD 
has  purposefully  omitted  the  numbering  system.) 

o CDF  expressed  concern  about  how  the  implementation  and  maintenance  of  the 
watershed  management  plans  will  be  funded.  CDF  advised  SFWD  that  a primary 
goal  should  be  to  strike  a balance  between  revenue  generation  and  preservation 
of  the  environment.  CDF  suggested  that  SFWD  create  revenue  production 
opportunities  in  addition  to  water  supply.  They  suggested  user  fees  for  bird 
watching  and  even  timberland. 

o CDF  suggested  a way  to  quantify  costs  of  vegetation  management  using  the 
following  gauges:  a prescribed  fire  costs  $1 0/acre;  hand  labor  costs  $12-1 4/acre. 

o Liability  is  another  key  issue  raised  by  CDF.  There  is  a precedent  of  several  court 
cases  that  require  land  owners  and  management  agencies  to  do  what  is  prudent 
and  reasonable  in  the  land  management  practices  so  as  not  be  a hazard  to 
adjacent  lands.  SFWD  must  devise  its  own  fire  safe  plan  through  a series  of 
projects  to  show  that  fire  management,  fire  hazard  reduction  and/or  vegetation 
management  plan  has  been  conducted  in  the  area. 

o It  was  discussed  that  the  post-fire  revegetation  process  must  be  closely  monitored 
and  then  promoted  to  the  public  and  to  the  media  to  document  that  it  is  a healthy 
process  that  improves  the  ecosystem. 

o ESA  asked  if  there  were  any  protocols  or  methodologies  that  CDF  uses  for  siting 
prescribed  burns.  CDF  responded  that  they  rely  on  the  experience  of  fire  agency 
personnel.  They  target  areas  in  the  County  and  they  start  small.  There  is  no 
systematic  approach  to  siting  the  fires.  CDF  avoids  confrontation  and  seeks  out 
willing  participants.  They  rely  on  peer  pressure  to  expand  the  program  to  adjacent 
areas. 

o CDF  suggested  that  SFWD  establish  a grants  program  to  bring  in  the  necessary 
funding.  At  present,  CDF  accepts  "gifts"  to  fund  prescribed  burns.  Grants  are 
being  awarded  for  research  of  basic  resource  data  or  the  implementation  of 
resource  monitoring  programs. 
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o CDF  responded  to  EDAW’s  question  regarding  additional  laws  or  regulations  that 
should  be  considered  during  the  development  of  the  watershed  management 
plans.  4290  Regulations  (San  Mateo)  include  clearance  requirements  regarding 
structures.  There  was  some  discussion  regarding  interpretation  of  the  Forest 
Management  Act  to  be  used  as  a best  management  practice.  However,  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  has  not  accepted  the  terms  of  the  Forest 
Management  Act.  SFWD  agreed  to  reference  sections  of  the  Forest  Management 
Act  into  the  watershed  management  plans  in  an  easy-to-understand  manner. 

o Pre-suppression  management  practices  were  discussed,  including  the  provision  of 
heliports,  access  to  water  resources  and  access  for  heavy  equipment,  such  as 
bulldozers. 

o CDF  asked  the  Watershed  Management  Planning  Team  if  they  are  considering 
and  addressing  the  acquisition  and  disposal  of  land  adjacent  to  either  watershed. 
SFWD  responded  that  this  issue  would  be  addressed  in  the  Watershed 
Management  Policy  document. 

o CDF  recommended  that  a notification  agreement  be  prepared  as  a part  of  SFWD’s 
fire  management  program  that  includes  SFWD,  Caltrans  and  other  local 
government  and  emergency  service  agencies.  An  emergency  response  directory 
should  be  developed  that  includes  the  following  components:  a notification  list  of 
all  cooperating  agencies,  a comprehensive  map  of  roads  and  access  points,  and 
a list  of  available  equipment  and  water  resources.  SFWD  should  also  visit  all 
cooperating  agencies  to  build  relationships  with  other  emergency  response 
personnel. 

o Regarding  access  to  recreational  activities  on  the  watershed,  CDF  expressed 
concern  about  mountain  bikers  staying  on  trails  and  conflicts  between  cyclists  and 
equestrians.  It  was  recognized  that  equestrians  are  self-policing  and  stay  on  trails. 
CDF  limited  its  recreational  activities  until  the  completion  of  their  own  study  and 
management  plans. 

o CDF  recommended  that  SFWD  conduct  a recreational  interest  study  that  is  based 
on  a combination  of  mailings,  adjacent  owner  contact  and  user  interviews.  This 
research  approach  results  in  a useful  profile  of  user  interest  to  help  determine  the 
level  and  type  of  access  needed  to  satisfy  the  public. 

o CDF  cautioned  that  in  materials  and  presentations  to  the  public,  the  Watershed 
Management  Planning  Team  must  be  extremely  careful  about  the  level  of  detail 
and  type  of  information  provided,  in  the  event  that  information  changes  in  the 
future.  For  the  workshops,  they  suggested  that  an  objective,  independent  meeting 
facilitator  run  each  meeting.  They  also  suggested  that  all  issues  be  left  off  the 
maps. 


5 


Recommended  Comments 


Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  - 
Kirk  Landike 
Community  By  Design 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

"Wildfire  Activity  Statistics"  document  (received  by  EDAW  from  CDF) 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  United  Anglers  and  Trout  Unlimited 
Issues  Summary 
Thursday,  January  7,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Leonard  Grzanka,  United  Anglers 

Kimberly  Colwell,  Trout  Unlimited 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorneys  Office 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Associates 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  met  with  representatives  of  two  Bay  Area  fishing  groups 
to  present  an  update  on  the  scope,  schedule  and  status  of  the  Watershed  Management 
Planning  effort  and  to  learn  the  issues  of  the  fishing  groups  that  have  expressed  interest 
in  the  watershed  streams  and  reservoirs. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
SFWD  presented  a history  of  the  Watershed  Division,  watershed  management  and  the 
y sequence  of  events  leading  up  to  the  current  management  planning  effort.  Mention  was 
made  of  the  San  Mateo  Golf  Course  proposal  that  was  supported  by  the  San  Mateo 
County  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  golf  course  proposal  was  first  submitted  20  years  ago. 
When  the  proposal  for  an  EIR  for  the  golf  course  was  submitted  to  San  Francisco  County, 
the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  advised  the  PUC  to  develop  policy  and 
management  plans  to  evaluate  such  a proposal.  SFWD  then  described  each  watershed 
and  highlighted  the  key  concerns.  EDAW  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and 
workplan.  PAM  reviewed  the  planned  public  and  agency  participation  activities,  and 
presented  an  overview  of  the  goals  developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee. 
ESA  reviewed  the  approach  to  inventory  natural  resources. 

A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below: 

o United  Anglers  (UA)  asked  what  other  groups  SFWD  had  met  with  regarding 
fishing  issues.  SFWD  answered  that  they  had  met  with  Caltrout,  but  that  another 
meeting  was  scheduled  with  other  local  and  regional  fishing  groups.  The  team  has 
also  met  with  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  regional  managers,  wardens  and 
field  consultants.  Alice  Rich  of  A. A.  Rich  Associates  is  the  management  planning 
team’s  fisheries  consultant. 
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o Trout  Unlimited  (TU)  expressed  the  importance  that  all  fisheries  organizations 
receive  the  same  information.  SFWD  assured  both  United  Anglers  and  Trout 
Unlimited  that  all  groups  with  whom  the  team  has  met  with  have  been  given  the 
same  overview,  background  and  issues  information,  with  the  rest  of  each  meeting 
being  devoted  to  SFWD  documenting  the  issues  and  interests  expressed  by  each 
group  with  regard  to  access  and  management  of  the  watersheds. 

o United  Anglers  asked  if  SFWD  had  interviewed  any  groups  that  wanted  to  ban 
fishing  in  the  reservoirs  on  the  watersheds.  SFWD  responded  that,  in  general,  the 
majority  of  groups  interviewed  - from  local  governmental  agencies,  to 
environmental  groups,  to  citizen  groups  - stated  that  they  preferred  less  public 
access  to  the  watersheds. 

o United  Anglers  asked  about  SFWD’s  position  with  regard  to  fishing  access.  SFWD 
stated  that  they  had  no  position  on  fishing  access  until  the  study  and  development 
of  watershed  management  policies  and  plans  are  completed.  However,  it  was 
noted  that  there  are  constraints  and  pressures  put  on  SFWD  to  protect  water 
sources  and  resources  by  environmental  agencies  that  administer  policies  and 
regulations.  These  regulatory  agencies  include  the  EPA,  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  and  the  Department  of  Health  Services. 

o United  Anglers  expressed  their  support  for  the  watershed  management  planning 
effort  and  advised  SFWD  of  their  interest  in  becoming  involved  in  the  process. 
They  proposed  that  a fishing  advisory  committee  be  created  that  would  include  a 
representative  from  all  local  fishing  organizations.  The  purpose  of  the  committee 
would  be  to  discuss  issues,  achieve  a consensus  and  advise  the  watershed 
management  planning  team  of  their  recommendations  regarding  fishing  access 
and  policies.  SFWD  said  that  they  would  take  this  suggestion  under  advisement. 

o Len  Grzanka  of  United  Anglers  expressed  that  the  primary  mission  of  his 
organization  is  to  encourage  more  people  to  fish,  specifically  young  people.  The 
primary  concern  of  the  organization  is  the  decrease  in  fishing  licenses  being  issued 
and  fewer  young  people  being  introduced  to  fishing.  It  is  felt  that  a major  cause 
of  this  is  an  increase  in  fees  associated  with  an  increase  in  urbanization  and  a 
decrease  in  places  to  fish.  The  increased  fees,  in  particular,  are  thought  to  be  a 
major  impediment.  An  ideal  held  by  the  group  is  that  if  youth  are  fishing  they  are 
more  likely  to  stay  out  of  trouble. 

o Kimberly  Colwell  from  Trout  Unlimited  suggested  that  a logical  approach  may  be 
taken  to  satisfy  all  types  of  fishing  groups  --  from  Caltrout's  catch  and  release 
method  to  TU’s  put  and  take.  She  suggested  that  some  reservoirs  could  be  limited 
to  one  method  of  fishing  and  others  be  open  to  other  uses. 

o TU  stated  that  because  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  has  been  closed  to  the  public 
for  so  long  that  a mystique  or  intrigue  has  evolved  that  makes  people  want  to  get 
in  to  see  it  for  themselves.  Many  people  believe  that  trophy  fish  exist  in  this 
reservoir. 
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o Kimberly  Colwell  from  TU  expressed  that  the  land  owned  by  a city/county  like  San 
Francisco  should  be  open  to  the  public.  SFWD  responded  that  although  that 
applies  in  theory,  watershed  lands  are  restricted  to  protect  water  resources  and, 
consequently,  public  health  and  safety. 

o TU  stated  that  there  are  several  watersheds  in  the  United  States  that  allow 
recreational  access.  SFWD  suggested  that  the  Watershed  Management  Planning 
effort  will  consider  all  potential  uses  to  determine  which  of  them  are  "compatible" 
with  SFWD’s  primary  goals  to  protect  water  quality.  Consideration  will  be  given 
to  the  unique  and  endangered  species  on  each  watershed,  as  well  as  the 
cumulative  effects  of  potential  uses. 

o It  was  stated  that  the  watershed  management  planning  team  had  also  met  with 
managers  of  other  area  watersheds  that  have  already  opened  their  lands  for 
recreational  use.  SFWD  stated  that  most  of  them,  in  hindsight,  regret  the  open 
access  policy,  due  to  cumulative  detrimental  effects  in  terms  of  erosion, 
degradation  of  natural  resources  and  suppression  of  traditional  recreational  uses. 
Some  suggest  that  it  is  important  to  focus  on  preservation  of  water  resources 
rather  than  water  treatment  to  protect  water  quality. 

o United  Anglers  asked  if  any  of  the  watershed  managers  had  mentioned  specific 
negative  impacts  associated  with  fishing  activities.  SFWD  responded  that  negative 
impacts  associated  with  fishing  activities  were  mainly  a result  of  the  people  who 
fish  rather  than  the  act  of  fishing  itself.  Specific  negative  impacts  recalled  from 
past  interviews  include  pollution  from  fishing  boats,  erosion  at  points  where  boats 
enter  the  water,  contaminants  caused  by  body  contact,  littering,  shoreline  erosion, 
etc.  Also,  SFWD  suggested  that  if  fishing  activity  was  allowed  on  the  watershed, 
there  would  be  increased  pressure  for  more  access  from  additional  groups. 

o SFWD  clarified  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  being  conducted  for  each 
watershed  is  programmatic  in  nature  and  that  specific  uses  will  still  have  to 
undergo  a project-level  EIR. 

o In  response  to  requests  from  both  United  Anglers  and  Trout  Unlimited  regarding 
the  types  of  fish  that  exist  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed  reservoirs,  ESA  mentioned 
that  native  Steelhead  exist  on  Pilarcitos. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  GGNRA’s  scenic  and  recreational  easements. 
SFWD  explained  that  the  easements  are  comprised  of  a four-part  agreement 
between  the  State  (Caltrans),  the  federal  government  (Department  of  Interior’s 
Bureau  of  Land  Management)  and  the  National  Park  Service  (Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area  or  GGNRA)  and  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department. 
GGNRA  administers  the  terms  of  the  scenic  and  recreational  easements  in 
cooperation  with  SFWD. 
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o United  Anglers  suggested  that  fishing  organizations  can  help  fight,  on  a political 
level,  for  recreation.  United  Anglers  is  looking  for  ways  to  be  involved  in  the 
Watershed  Management  Planning  process. 

o The  local  chapters  of  both  United  Anglers  and  Trout  Unlimited  publish  regular 
newsletters  and  offered  to  run  articles  regarding  the  watershed  management 
planning  process  or  upcoming  meetings.  United  Anglers’  newsletter  is  published 
approximately  every  other  month.  Trout  Unlimited’s  newsletter  is  published  the 
second  Tuesday  of  every  month.  PAM  stated  that  they  would  send  a copy  of  all 
press  releases  regarding  the  management  planning  effort  to  Len  Grzanka  of  United 
Anglers  and  Kimberly  Colwell  of  Trout  Unlimited. 

o Len  Grzanka  of  United  Anglers  is  preparing  an  article  on  the  Watershed 
Management  Workplan  for  the  next  issue  of  UA’s  local  newsletter.  PAM  sent  a 
draft  of  the  workplan  overview  article  that  is  being  used  in  the  project  newsletter 
to  Mr.  Grzanka  to  use  as  a reference  for  the  article.  Mr.  Grzanka  agreed  to  send 
PAM/SFWD  a draft  of  the  article  for  review  prior  to  publication. 


Materials  Received  or  Recommended 

United  Anglers  newsletter  (coordinate  article  on  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans  w/Len 
Grzanka) 


4 


Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Meeting  #4  Summary 
EDAW,  Inc. 

Wednesday,  January  13,  1:30  p.m. 


Meeting  Attendees:  Committee  Members 

^Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 
• Bob  Hickman,  SFWD 
. Don  Laramendy,  SFWD 
.Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorneys  Office 
^doe  Naras,  SFWD 
j/dack  O’Shea,  SFWD 
. Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
^'Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Bob  Vanucci,  SFWD 

Consultant  Team 


David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 
Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM 
Kelly  Stewart,  PAM 
Karen  Johnson,  JMM 

cc:  Committee  Members  Leo  Bauer,  SFWD  W. 

* Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 
^Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 

• John  Mullane,  SFWD 
^Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  held  its  fourth  meeting.  The 
purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  review  the  following  items:  the  GIS  Implementation  Plan, 
the  membership  and  responsibilities  of  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee,  status  of  the 
Public  & Agency  Participation  Activities,  the  Draft  Watershed  Management  Mission 
Statement,  the  Watershed  Management  Plan  logos,  the  revised  schedule  and  the 
technical  memoranda  submitted  to  date. 

Jack  O’Shea,  Supervisor  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  Keepers  will  serve  on  the 
committee  as  a representative  of  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watershed  Keepers. 
Bob  Vanucci,  assistant  manager  of  the  Water  Supply  Division  of  SFWD  was  introduced 
by  Cheryl  Davis. 
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Since  the  last  meeting,  all  members  of  the  committee  were  sent  the  following  items  to 
review: 

• A summary  of  the  December  1 Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting 

• San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Mission  Statement 

• San  Francisco  Watershed  Revised  Goals  and  Objectives 

• Revised  Schedule 

• Biographies  of  Technical  Advisory  Committee  Members 

• Directions  to  EDAW 

(NOTE:  Items  distributed  at  this  meeting  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  summary.) 

GIS  Implementation  Plan 

Summary  of  GIS  Interviews 

Prior  to  the  WPC  meeting,  SFWD  staff  received  a demonstration  from  EDAW  on  GIS  and 
the  capabilities  of  the  system.  Key  staff  members  had  been  interviewed  previously  by 
EDAW  to  determine  the  types  of  functions  he/she  would  like  to  see  the  GIS  system 
perform.  Based  upon  these  interviews  and  research  into  the  GIS  systems  available,  a 
GIS  implementation  report  will  be  prepared  by  EDAW,  recommending  the  appropriate  GIS 
system  for  SFWD. 

GIS  Implementation  Plan  Outline 

Rich  Cunningham  and  Lilia  Makiyevsky  from  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  subcommittee 
on  GIS  attended  the  demonstration  and  discussed  their  impressions  of  the  use  of  GIS  for 
watershed  management.  They  mentioned  that  the  proposed  GIS  was  high  quality,  and 
that  although  the  associated  costs  are  high,  it  would  be  worth  it.  The  importance  of 
entering  base  data  that  is  current  and  accurate  for  each  discipline  was  emphasized. 
Costs  associated  with  data  collection  were  mentioned.  Scale  of  the  base  mapping  was 
also  discussed.  The  scale  of  the  mapping  required  for  the  City’s  urban  and  suburban 
areas  is  different  than  that  needed  for  the  watershed  areas. 


2 


Technical  Advisory  Committee 


J.M.  Montgomery  (JMM)  presented  the  names  and  qualifications  of  the  four  individuals 
appointed  to  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  for  the  San  Francisco  Watershed 
Management  Planning  Committee:  Bob  Badaracco,  Marin  Municipal  Water  District:  Bruce 
Kuebler,  Los  Angeles  Department  Water  and  Power;  Jerry  Gilbert,  formerly  with  East  Bay 
Municipal  Utilities  District,  now  a private  consultant:  and  Ed  Tenny,  formerly  with  Portland 
Water  Bureau,  now  with  J.M.M.  They  then  referred  WPC  members  to  the  biographies 
provided  in  the  agenda  packet  mailed  to  them  in  advance  of  the  meeting  for  more 
detailed  information  about  each  TAC  representative.  The  TAC  has  been  sent  the  revised 
draft  goals  and  objectives  to  review.  They  will  be  asked  to  bring  their  comments  to  the 
next  WPC  meeting  scheduled  for  February  17.  The  TAC  representatives  will  arrive  the 
day  before  the  WPC  meeting  (February  16)  for  a ground  tour  of  both  the  Peninsula  and 
Alameda  watersheds.  TAC  members  will  also  be  requested  to  provide  an  overview  of 
their  background  and  their  perspectives  on  watershed  management. 


Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program 

Strategy  For  Public  & Agency  Workshops 


Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM)  distributed  and  reviewed  an  agenda  that  outlined  the 
timeframe,  format,  presentation,  roles  and  responsibilities  for  the  public  and  agency 
workshops.  It  was  clarified  that  only  the  Watershed  Management  Goals  would  be 
presented  to  the  public  for  comment,  not  the  objectives.  Comments  on  the  agenda  were 
requested  before  the  next  meeting.  Any  comments  received  will  be  incorporated  into  a 
final  agenda  which  will  be  used  in  the  dry-run  presentation  at  the  next  WPC  meeting  on 
February  17. 

PAM  reported  that  they  were  still  researching  sites  that  would  be  conducive  to  the 
proposed  workshop  format  (auditorium  seating  and  small  groupings.)  The  following 
alternate  locations  were  suggested  by  WPC  members:  San  Mateo  Fairgrounds,  College 
of  San  Mateo,  Brooks  Hall,  Civic  Auditorium,  the  Green  Room  of  the  State  Building  and 
the  War  Memorial  Building.  (NOTE:  Since  the  meeting,  the  workshops  have  been 
confirmed  for  the  following  dates  and  locations:  March  2 at  the  Civic  Auditorium,  San 
Francisco;  March  8 at  the  Pleasanton  Middle  School  in  Alameda  County;  and  March  1 1 
at  the  College  of  San  Mateo  in  San  Mateo  County.) 

Public/Agencv  Meeting  Update 

PAM  distributed  a list  of  the  52  different  groups  that  have  participated  in  the  initial 
interviews  during  the  last  six  months.  All  interviews  will  be  completed  in  February,  1993. 
Summaries  of  the  meetings  conducted  from  December  1-17,  1992  were  distributed. 
Comments  on  the  meeting  summaries  were  requested  by  February  1,  1993. 
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Newsletter  Update 


The  draft  formatted  version  of  the  newsletter  will  be  distributed  for  internal  review  during 
the  first  week  in  February,  1993.  The  newsletter  will  be  mailed  first  class  to  the  entire 
mailing  list  during  the  third  week  of  February,  approximately  10  days  prior  to  the  first 
workshop. 

Draft  Watershed  Management  Mission  Statement 

The  Mission  Statement  was  unanimously  approved  by  the  Committee. 


Revised  Goals  and  Objectives 

The  revised  goals  and  objectives  distributed  for  this  meeting  reflect  comments  submitted 
by  the  WPC  at  the  December  1 meeting.  No  further  comments  were  submitted.  The 
same  version  was  mailed  to  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  for  their  review.  They  will 
provide  comments  at  the  February  17  WPC  Meeting. 


Watershed  Management  Plan  Logos 

Three  preliminary  design  sketches  were  proposed  for  the  Watershed  Management  Plan 

logos.  Each  option  provided  a separate  logo  for  each  of  the  individual  Watershed 

Management  Plans  (Peninsula  and  Alameda),  as  well  as  a combined  version  reflecting 

both  watersheds  for  use  on  the  Master  Watershed  Management  Plan  items. 

The  following  comments  were  submitted  by  WPC  members: 

o There  should  not  be  a delineation  between  the  two  watersheds,  one  logo  should 
represent  all  facets  of  Watershed  Management  Planning  effort. 

o Use  the  logo  already  developed  for  SFWD;  do  not  stylize  a logo  specifically  for  this 
project. 

o A generic  version  of  the  logo  selected  should  be  created  for  use  on  other  SFWD 
materials. 

o The  design  of  the  trees  in  both  logos  should  be  refined  so  that  the  Alameda  logo 
clearly  shows  Oak  trees  and  the  Peninsula  logo  shows  Evergreens. 

o The  color  version  of  the  logo  should  be  refined  and  kept  in  the  blue  and  green 
families  for  all  versions  of  the  logo  (individual  and  combined). 


4 


* 


o There  was  concern  that  Option  3 may  only  look  good  in  black  and  white  and 
Option  1 may  only  look  good  in  color. 

o It  was  recommended  that  the  words  in  Option  1 be  shifted  to  one  side,  rather  than 
spanning  the  logo. 

o Option  1 was  recommended  as  the  preferred  logo  with  refinements. 

EDAW  stated  that  all  comments  would  be  taken  under  advisement  and  that  more  refined 
versions  will  be  developed  for  the  next  meeting. 


Revised  Schedule 

The  committee  reviewed  the  revised  schedule  which  incorporates  comments  received  at 
the  last  committee  meeting.  Highlights  of  the  current  schedule  include  that  surveys  on 
the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds  are  being  conducted  concurrently;  Technical 
Advisory  Committee  meetings  are  shown  through  Phase  II;  and  presentations  to  the  PUC 
are  reflected.  It  was  suggested  that  John  Mullane  should  offer  briefings  to  the  PUC  as 
part  of  his  monthly  report. 


Technical  Memoranda 

Two  draft  technical  memoranda  prepared  by  JMM  were  distributed  to  the  WPC  for  review: 
"San  Francisco  Water  System  Facilities  and  Practices"  and  "Summary  of  Drinking  Water 
Regulations."  WPC  members  were  asked  to  review  the  memoranda  and  return  any 
comments  by  February  1,  1993. 


Final  Documents 

The  importance  of  making  the  final  management  plans  user  friendly  was  discussed.  It 
was  suggested  that  text  be  kept  brief  and  digestible  and  that  graphics  and  maps  be  used 
extensively.  Technical  appendices  should  be  located  in  a separate  document. 
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Meeting  Handouts 

• Revised  Agenda 

• Articles  on  GIS 

• GIS  Implementation  Plan  Outline 

• Public  and  Agency  Workshop  Strategy 

• List  of  Interviews  Conducted 

• Meeting  Summaries  (December  1-17,  1992) 

• San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan  Logos 

• Draft  Technical  Memorandum  #1 : SF  Water  System  Facilities  and  Practices 

• Draft  Technical  Memorandum  #2:  Summary  of  Drinking  Water  Regulations 


Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Wednesday,  February  17,  10:30  a.m. 

Location:  EDAW,  Inc. 

(Main  Conference  Room) 

753  Davis  Street,  San  Francisco 

Agenda  Items: 

o TAC  - Introductions 

o Dry-Run  Presentation  For  Public  & Agency  Workshops 
o Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program  Update 

o TAC  Discussion  and  Review  of  Goals  & Objectives 

o Revised  Logos 

o GIS  Update 

o Products  to  Date 


6 


© 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Local  Fishing  Groups 
Issues  Summary 
Thursday,  January  14,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Tripp  Diedrichs,  President,  Golden  Gate  Anglers 

Al  Zecher,  Golden  Gate  Anglers 
Bill  Bricca,  Golden  Gate  Anglers 
Richard  Izmirian,  Peninsula  Fly  Fishers 
Kerry  Burke,  Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers 
Barbara  Stevens,  President,  Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorneys  Office 
Tina  Stott,  ED  AW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Associates 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  met  with  representatives  from  a number  of  Bay  Area 
fishing  groups  to  present  an  update  on  the  scope,  schedule  and  status  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Planning  effort  and  to  receive  input  from  the  various  fishing  groups 
represented  to  help  shape  the  focus  of  the  project. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
SFWD  presented  a history  of  the  Watershed  Division,  watershed  management  and  the 
sequence  of  events  leading  up  to  the  current  management  planning  effort.  Mention  was 
made  of  the  San  Mateo  Golf  Course  proposal  that  was  supported  by  the  San  Mateo 
County  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  golf  course  proposal  was  first  submitted  20  years  ago. 
When  the  proposal  for  an  EIR  for  the  golf  course  was  submitted  to  San  Francisco  County, 
the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  advised  the  PUC  to  develop  policy  and 
management  plans  to  evaluate  such  a proposal.  SFWD  then  described  each  watershed 
and  highlighted  the  key  concerns.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and 
workplan,  and  reviewed  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  developed  by  the  Watershed 
Planning  Committee  (WPC).  PAM  reviewed  some  of  the  other  groups  that  have  been 
interviewed  as  part  of  the  Phase  I initial  interview  process.  The  proposed  workshop 
format  was  also  reviewed,  as  well  as  the  schedule  and  content  of  all  planned  newsletters 
and  workshops.  ESA  reviewed  the  approach  to  inventory  natural  resources. 
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A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below: 

o Tripp  Diedrichs,  president  of  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  provided  a brief  history  and 
the  mission  and  ideals  of  the  organization.  The  group  is  60  years  old  and  is 
comprised  of  approximately  500  men  and  women  of  which  200  are  active 
members.  Within  the  group,  the  majority  practice  fly  fishing,  while  some  fish  with 
bait.  When  the  group  was  first  formed  in  the  1930’s,  ponds  were  established  in 
Golden  Gate  Park  that  are  completely  open  and  accessible  to  all  members  of  the 
public.  Although  it  started  as  a private  club,  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  now  require 
a $10  initiation  fee  and  a $24  annual  fee  for  all  members.  They  consider 
themselves  to  be  a broad-based  organization.  Members  of  the  group  stated  that 
the  influence  of  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers,  although  Bay  Area-based,  is  of 
international  significance.  One  of  the  major  goals  of  the  group  is  education  of  its 
membership  regarding  proper  methods  for  fly  fishing,  fly  casting  and  conservation. 
Most  of  the  membership  currently  practices  catch  and  release.  The  group  is  very 
particular  about  the  types  of  hooks  used  and  the  way  they  are  removed  to 
preserve  the  life  of  the  fish. 

o Richard  Izmirian  is  a member  of  the  Peninsula  Fly  Fishers  and  was  the  third 
president  of  the  15-year  old  group.  The  main  activity  is  the  catch  and  release  of 
wild  trout  and  other  wild  fish.  He  stated  that  the  group  is  also  involved  in  a lot  of 
conservation  work  on  Tuscadero  and  San  Pedro  creeks,  among  others.  They 
have  initiated  several  education  programs  regarding  salmon  and  trout.  The 
Peninsula  Fly  Fishers  is  a member  group  of  the  Northern  California  Council  of  Fly 
Fishing  and  the  International  Federation  of  Fly  Fishers.  In  addition  to  conservation 
and  education,  the  Peninsula  Fly  Fishers  is  dedicated  to  management  of  wild 
fisheries.  According  to  Mr.  Izmirian,  catch  and  release  is  used  as  a management 
tool,  when  appropriate. 

o Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers  was  represented  by  Barbara  Stevens  and  Kerry 
Burke.  Education  is  the  primary  mission  of  this  10-year  old  organization.  They 
have  done  a lot  of  work  with  East  Bay  school  classrooms,  including  helping  them 
raise  fish  and  to  learn  the  art  of  fly  fishing.  They  have  initiated  several  fundraising 
activities  to  obtain  scholarships  for  women  to  establish  fisheries.  This  group  has 
also  participated  in  a stream  restoration  project  on  Wildcat  Creek.  It  was 
expressed  by  Ms.  Burke  that  there  is  a strong  need  for  conservation  of  natural 
resources.  They  are  concerned  that  endangered  species  habitat  is  preserved. 
Stream  monitoring  practices  are  monitored  within  this  organization  to  minimize 
impacts  such  as  erosion  and  sedimentation.  Members  of  the  group  were  pleased 
to  see  that  the  Watershed  Management  workplan  was  using  a broad  ecological 
approach. 

o Mr.  Izmirian  stated  that  he  is  also  a member  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Advisory  Committee,  a group  of  20  people  appointed  by  the  San  Mateo 
County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department.  He  suggested  that  this  committee,  as 
well  as  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  be  consulted  by  SFWD  during  the 
watershed  management  planning  process. 
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A representative  from  Golden  Gate  Anglers  asked  for  the  names  of  the  other 
fishing  groups  SFWD  has  interviewed.  SFWD  responded  that  they  had  met  with 
Caltrout,  United  Anglers  and  Trout  Unlimited. 

It  was  asked  whether  Sawyer  Camp  Trail  will  be  expanded.  SFWD  explained  that 
an  administrative  agreement  has  been  established  between  SFWD  and  San  Mateo 
County  to  enhance  the  County’s  trail  system  by  connecting  existing  trails. 

Members  of  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  agreed  that  clean  and  safe  water  should  be 
the  number  one  priority  and  that  evaluation  of  all  other  proposals  for  access  to  the 
watersheds  should  not  interfere  with  that  goal. 

Members  of  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  offered  their  services  to  suggest  examples 
of  reservoirs  that  are  receiving  good,  poor  or  no  management.  They  explained 
that  signs  of  bad  management  include  clear-cutting,  slash  and  burn,  dumping, 
erosion,  road  building  and  the  practice  of  netting  fish  at  the  "mouth"  of  the  water 
body.  They  expressed  the  need  for  education  among  all  people  who  fish  regarding 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  human  activity  on  water  banks  and  natural  resources. 

A member  of  the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  suggested  that  lakes  may  be  rotated  to 
avoid  long-term  damage  from  human  contact.  If  there  are  natural  populations  of 
fish  in  lakes,  they  should  be  left  alone  to  burgeon. 

Several  members  of  the  group  stated  that  they  recognize  the  unique  value  of  the 
lakes  on  the  watersheds  and  would  trade  the  opportunity  to  fish  on  the  lakes  if 
they  know  it  will  be  preserved. 

Controlled,  interpretive  field  tours  of  the  watershed  were  suggested  as  a way  to 
show  members  of  the  public  what  the  natural  resources  used  to  look  like. 

Concern  was  expressed  that  on  the  workplan,  the  Environmental  Impact  Analysis 
may  be  conducted  too  late  in  the  process.  ESA  responded  that  Best  Management 
Practices  will  be  incorporated  into  the  selected  plan  so  that  it  is  self-mitigating  and 
will  address  any  impacts  it  creates. 

It  was  asked  if  a proposal  existed  that  would  not  allow  any  access  on  the 
watershed  lakes.  SFWD  responded  that  some  of  the  groups  interviewed  had 
stated  that  position. 

There  was  a consensus  among  all  of  the  groups  represented  regarding  stream 
inflows  and  outflows  and  the  restoration  of  Steelhead  on  Alameda  Creek.  SFWD 
explained  the  focus  and  strategy  of  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study. 
It  was  suggested  that  it  was  SFWD’s  responsibility  to  the  public  to  study 
downstream,  outside  the  hydrological  boundary. 


o The  Federation  of  Fly  Fishers  has  a policy  prohibiting  fishing  derbies.  They  feel 
that  having  a lake/stream  open  one  day  a year  causes  more  damage  than  if  is 
open  daily. 

o It  was  asked  how  much  SFWD  is  paying  for  the  development  and  implementation 
of  the  plan  and  whether  these  costs  would  be  reimbursed  through  entrance  fees. 
SFWD  responded  that  access  to  trails  and  any  other  recreation  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  is  managed  by  San  Mateo  County. 

o One  group  member  suggested  that  SFWD  keep  the  watersheds  closed  in  order 
to  preserve  the  pristine  value  of  the  natural  resources  on  the  watersheds. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  cumulative  impacts  of  the  more  aggressive 
recreational  uses,  like  mountain  biking.  Impacts  of  mountain  biking  were 
discussed,  including  the  effect  of  soil  erosion  on  vegetation  and  insects. 

o One  member  acknowledged  the  need  for  a balance  between  allowing  recreational 
access  to  the  public  and  protecting  the  environment. 

o Limited  access  must  be  presented  in  a way  that  is  restrictive  to  allowable  uses 
without  seeming  elitist.  Restrictions  included  limiting  the  number  of  rods,  as  well 
as  the  number  of  boats  on  the  water. 

o The  need  to  create  awareness  among  the  general  public  regarding  the  need  to 
restrict  public  access  in  order  to  protect  water  and  other  natural  resources  was 
stated.  Users  suggested  to  be  allowed  limited  access  include  educators, 
scientists,  wildlife  researchers  and  bioregional  professionals. 

o An  economic  question  was  posed:  If  the  best  plan  is  selected,  who  will  pay? 
SFWD  agreed  that  at  present,  any  economic  impact  of  watershed  management 
practices  is  paid  for  by  the  water  users  through  increases  in  water  rates.  For 
example,  watershed  management  staff  that  lead  tours  of  the  watershed  cost 
approximately  $225-250/day.  Some  group  members  stated  that  rate  payers  may 
be  willing  to  pay  for  the  preservation  of  water  if  they  are  aware  of  the  pressures. 
Another  group  member  advised  that  it  will  cost  money  to  close  the  watershed  as 
well  as  to  open  it  and  that  these  costs  should  be  compared. 

o One  group  member  suggested  that  SFWD  only  consider  those  proposed  uses  that 
require  a watershed  habitat  or  are  water-dependent. 

o Concern  was  expressed  that  the  "economic  realities"  prevailing  in  the  City  may 
drive  decisions  made  by  the  PUC  regarding  the  Watershed  Management  Plans. 
SFWD  assured  the  group  that  specific  mechanisms  are  being  set-up  in  the 
development  of  the  plans  and  policies  to  help  avoid  that  basis  for  decisions. 

o All  members  of  the  various  groups  stated  that  the  complaint  filed  by  Caltrout  was 
not  representative  of  the  collective  groups’  position. 
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o If  fishing  access  is  allowed  on  watershed  reservoirs,  it  was  suggested  that  a 
committee  representing  all  fishing  interests  be  formed  to  work  cooperatively  to 
serve  as  watchdogs  to  ensure  environmentally  responsible  fishing  practices. 

o Members  of  the  group  expressed  their  appreciation  and  interest  in  continued 
involvement  in  the  Watershed  Management  Planning  process.  Some  members  of 
the  Golden  Gate  Anglers  offered  their  services  to  focus  representatives  of  their 
club  on  specific  issues.  Members  of  the  Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers  offered 
the  names  of  group  members  interested  in  the  Alameda  Watershed  for  inclusion 
on  the  mailing  list. 


Recommended  Contacts 


Names  of  other  members  of  Golden  West  Women  Fly  Fishers 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Various  Equestrian  Groups 
Issues  Summary 
Tuesday,  January  19,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Cheryl  Chandler,  San  Mateo  County  Volunteer  Horse  Patrol 

John  B.  Ducato,  H-T  Ride,  Inc.,  Woodside 
Susan  Keddington,  Laurel  Creek  Stock  Farm,  Woodside 
H.N.  Kuechler,  III,  Atherton 
Doug  Moody,  Los  Viajeros  Club,  Palo  Alto 
Bobbi  Petrov,  San  Mateo  County  Trail  Advisory  Committee, 
Woodside 

Terri  Rasmussen,  Skyline  Stables,  San  Bruno 

Dale  Ryman,  Woodside  Trails  Club 

Harry  Wellman,  San  Mateo  County  Horsemen 

Stuart  Whittelsey,  San  Mateo  County  Mounted  Patrol 

Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  representatives  of  a number  of  equestrian  groups 
interested  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed  to  identify  key  issues  that  should  be  considered 
in  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans.  A secondary  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to 
discuss  the  increase  in  equestrian  permit  fees.  These  permits  have  allowed 
equestrians  access  to  trails  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  for  several  decades.  Issues 
maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were 
distributed.  Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed 
management  planning  effort  and  the  goals  and  objectives  being  developed  by  the 
Watershed  Planning  Committee.  He  also  described  each  watershed  and  highlighted 
the  key  concerns  identified  by  SFWD.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team, 
schedule  and  workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  an  overview  of  the  groups  that  have 
been  interviewed  and  other  upcoming  public  outreach  activities. 

A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below. 

Permit  Fees 


o Initial  discussion  centered  around  a letter  SFWD  sent  to  current  permit  holders 
regarding  an  increase  in  the  annual  permit  fee  from  $10  to  $100.  The  letter 
explains  that  this  dramatic  increase  is  retroactive  and  barely  covers  the  labor 
hours  and  cost  of  equipment  required  for  the  SFWD  staff  to  process  permits 
and  monitor  and  maintain  riding  trails  on  the  watershed. 
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o Members  of  the  group  asked  SFWD  if  the  intent  of  the  letter  was  to  send  a 

message  to  the  equestrians  that  SFWD  does  not  want  horses  on  the  watershed 
anymore.  SFWD  responded  that  their  decision  to  raise  the  fee  was 
economically  driven. 

o It  was  suggested  by  one  member  of  the  group  that  the  increased  permit  fee 
may  deter  renewals,  which  may  ultimately  result  in  a loss  of  revenues  for 
SFWD. 

o Other  members  of  the  group  perceive  the  fee  increase  as  a harsh  action 
against  a small  group  of  people  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  revenues. 

o Some  members  of  the  groups  asked  about  SFWD’s  other  revenue-producing 
permits  and  activities.  SFWD  responded  that  fees  are  issued  for  using  Pulgas 
Temple  for  weddings  and  other  events.  Scientists  and  researchers  are  also 
granted  permits  to  enter  the  watershed.  The  practice  of  picnics  on  Pilarcitos 
has  been  banned.  It  was  mentioned  that  most  groups  that  are  currently 
allowed  access  to  the  watershed  carry  insurance. 

o One  group  member  suggested  that  there  may  be  a misunderstanding  among 
the  equestrians  regarding  the  true  value  of  buying  a key  to  access  the 
watershed.  He  asked  for  clarification  on  what  the  $100  fee  buys  the  user, 
given  the  limited  access  and  other  restrictions.  SFWD  stated  that  there  are  22 
miles  of  trails  that  are  open  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  These  trails  are 
managed  by  either  San  Mateo  County  or  GGNRA.  SFWD  has  recently  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  San  Mateo  County  to  link  and  therefore  expand  existing 
trails  during  the  next  three  years. 

o Members  of  the  group  emphasized  the  burden  that  this  increased  fee  places  on 
many  of  the  permit  users  who  can  barely  afford  to  keep  and  maintain  their 
horses.  The  group  expressed  that  they  would  like  to  negotiate  a compromise 
with  the  SFWD  on  behalf  of  the  other  equestrian  permitted  users  of  the 
watershed.  One  suggestion  made  by  the  group  was  to  apply  the  $100  fee  over 
a three-year  period.  SFWD  said  that  they  would  take  this  suggestion  under 
advisement. 


History  and  Background 

o Each  of  the  equestrian  groups  introduced  themselves  and  their  affiliations.  It 
was  stated  that  there  are  two  stables  in  northern  San  Mateo  County,  Park 
Pacifica  and  Skyline  Stables  which  access  trails  on  private  parcels  within  and 
adjacent  to  the  Peninsula  Watershed. 

o Several  of  the  other  riding  clubs  are  involved  with  San  Mateo  County’s 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  to  influence  the  use  and  increase  the 
number  of  riding  trails  in  San  Francisco. 
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o A representative  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Mounted  Patrol  said  that  the  group 
was  originally  formed  to  assist  the  Sheriff  and  fire  department  in  the  protection 
of  the  watershed  and  the  foothills.  Currently,  they  assist  in  search  and  rescue 
missions. 

o On  behalf  of  the  group,  one  representative  stated  her  desire  that  this 
representative  group  develop  and  improve  a relationship  with  SFWD. 

o Several  members  described  the  cooperative  history  between  the  equestrian 
groups  and  SFWD  with  regard  to  access  on  the  watershed.  Many  of  the 
groups  expressed  that  the  equestrian  presence  has  been  considered  to  be 
beneficial  to  the  watershed,  acting  as  "park  rangers." 


Other  Issues 


o SFWD  stated  that  the  equestrians’  long-standing  permit  rights  are  perceived  by 
the  public  as  being  elitist.  There  are  many  groups  and  individuals  who  want  the 
same  access. 

o Members  of  the  group  asked  SFWD  if  the  Watershed  Management  Plan  will  be 
consistent  with  the  terms  under  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior’s  scenic  and 
recreational  easement.  They  suggested  that  the  easement  hasn’t  been  fully 
utilized  in  the  past  and  asked  if  SFWD’s  decision  to  increase  permit  fees  was 
an  indication  that  recreational  groups  will  have  less  access  to  the  watershed 
area  in  the  future.  SFWD  responded  that  both  the  scenic  and  scenic  and 
recreational  easements  administered  by  GGNRA  would  remain  in  place.  The 
terms  of  the  easements  will  be  considered  in  the  development  of  the  watershed 
management  plans  and  policies,  along  with  other  designations,  such  as  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game’s  Wildlife  Refuge  designation. 

o One  group  representative  expressed  that  the  equestrian  community 

understands  the  issues  that  SFWD  is  facing  and  wants  to  help,  to  be  involved 
and  to  continue  a relationship  with  SFWD  to  try  to  keep  access  open  for 
equestrians. 

o One  person  asked  SFWD  to  consider  development  of  a more  natural  trail 
system  (dirt  trails)  that  is  conducive  to  horses,  as  well  as  other  low-intensity 
recreational  activities,  such  as  hiking. 
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Materials  Received  or  Recommended 


o San  Mateo  County  Volunteer  Horse  Patrol  Newsletter 
Editor:  Cheryl  Chandler 

11850  San  Mateo  Road,  Half  Moon  Bay,  CA  94019 

o San  Mateo  County  Horsemen’s  Association 

• Quarterly  Magazine 

• Quarterly  General  Meetings 

• Monthly  Board  Meetings 

• Frequent  Mailings 

Contact:  Harry  Wellman  (415/583-6348) 

2009F  Boardwalk,  San  Bruno,  CA  94066 

o Mounted  Patrol  of  San  Mateo  County  monthly/semi-monthly  newsletter 

Contact:  Stuart  Whittelsey,  180  Fox  Hollow  Road,  Woodside,  CA  94062 

o Los  Viajeros  monthly  newsletter 

Contact:  Doug  Moody,  101  Alma,  #1008,  Palo  Alto,  CA  94301 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  and 
San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner 
Issues  Summary 
Wednesday,  January  20,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Susan  Kelly,  Manager,  Wildlife  Services,  Peninsula  Humane 

Society 

Chris  Powell,  Manager  Domestic  Animals  Section,  Peninsula 
Humane  Society 

George  Ginilo,  San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Associates 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  participated  in  a meeting  with  the  Peninsula  Humane 
Society  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner  to  learn  their  current 
policies  and  practices  with  regard  to  the  release  of  animals  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed, 
and  to  learn  the  issues  they  feel  should  be  considered  in  the  watershed  management 
plan. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps  as  well  as  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed. 
SFWD  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  effort,  as  well  as  a description  of  each  watershed,  highlighting  the  key  concerns 
identified  by  the  SFWD.  SFWD  also  described  the  primary  and  secondary  goals  being 
developed  by  the  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  and  the  membership  and  role 
of  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC).  EDAW  gave  an  overview  of  the  team, 
schedule  and  workplan.  PAM  provided  an  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities, 
including  the  initial  interviews  conducted  and  the  format  of  the  workshops.  ESA  explained 
the  content  and  purpose  of  the  inventory  on  natural  resources  that  is  being  prepared 
during  Phase  I of  the  study. 

The  Peninsula  Humane  Society  is  comprised  of  two  full-time  and  one  part-time 
employee(s)  and  anywhere  from  40  volunteers  during  the  winter  season  up  to  100 
volunteers  in  the  summer.  There  are  five  Peninsula  Humane  Society  regions  in  the  State. 
Brian  Hunter  from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  is  the  Peninsula  Humane 
Society’s  Regional  Manager  and  liaison.  SFWD  issues  a lease  to  the  Peninsula  Humane 
Society  that  is  renewable  on  an  annual  basis  and  offers  them  access  onto  the  Peninsula 
Watershed.  The  Domestic  Animals  Section  of  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  works 
closely  with  the  Trail  Center.  They  also  contract  with  San  Mateo  County  to  participate 
in  animal  control  practices. 
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The  San  Mateo  Agricultural  Commission  stated  that  they  traditionally  released  wild 

animals  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  However,  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 

Game  forced  them  to  stop  this  practice  two  years  ago. 

A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below. 

o Fire  and  poaching  are  two  specific  issues  of  concern  raised  by  the  Peninsula 
Humane  Society  with  regard  to  the  watershed. 

o The  Peninsula  Humane  Society  stated  that  they  find  the  watershed  has  been  a 
good  area  for  them  to  release  wild  animals.  However,  they  have  tried  to  curb  this 
practice  as  much  as  possible. 

o It  is  a concern  of  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  that  increased  public  access  and 
recreational  access  (e.g.,  hiking,  biking,  boating,  etc.)  may  push  out  and  suppress 
the  wild  animals  that  live  and  migrate  within  the  watershed. 

o The  Peninsula  Humane  Society’s  wildlife  rehabilitation  program  attends  to  an 
average  of  7,000  sick,  injured  or  orphaned  animals  that  are  received  from  the 
public.  The  aim  of  the  program  is  minimize  human  contact,  treat  the  animals  as 
quickly  and  thoroughly  as  possible  and  return  them  to  their  natural  habitat. 

o The  types  of  animals  that  are  handled  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  include 
small  mammals,  like  squirrel,  raccoons,  possum,  bobcats,  badger  and  deer,  as  well 
as  birds  of  prey,  such  as  eagles  and  falcons. 

o It  was  noted  that  roadways,  such  as  the  92/880  corridor  do  not  prevent  migratory 
animals  from  crossing  and  getting  hit.  Even  animals  that  are  displaced  will  not 
change  their  migratory  corridor.  The  Peninsula  Humane  Society  expends  much 
of  its  efforts  removing  dead  wild  animals  from  the  roadways  near  the  watershed. 

o There  are  several  Caltrans  projects,  such  as  the  rerouting  of  Route  1 to  bypass 
Devil’s  Slide  near  Montara  Mountain.  There  is  concern  that  this  type  of 
encroachment  is  occurring  on  both  sides  of  the  watershed  and  will  result  in 
truncating  migratory  areas. 

o Roadway  projects  may  also  result  in  an  increase  in  deaths  among  wild  animals, 
particularly  deer  and  birds  of  prey. 

o It  was  stated  that  the  wildlife  habitat  and  unique  species  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  make  it  very  valuable.  Unless  access  to  the  watershed  is  well- 
controlled,  many  problems  can  be  expected.  People  naturally  pollute. 


2 


* 


o One  member  of  the  group  stated  that  even  though  access  to  water  recreation 
activities  is  lacking  in  the  Bay  Area,  the  public  will  ruin  the  water  resources  if  they 
are  allowed  access. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  number  of  outstanding  golf  course  proposals 
that  have  been  submitted  for  watershed  access. 

o The  San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner  stated  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
mitigate  any  impacts  to  endangered  species.  A better  approach  may  be  to  control 
access  through  guided  docent  tours,  similar  to  those  held  at  the  Filoli  Center. 
Tours  must  be  tightly  controlled,  by  appointment,  so  that  they  can  be  easily 
managed  and  monitored. 

o Members  of  the  group  asked  about  which  groups  currently  receive  permits  to 
access  the  watershed.  SFWD  responded  that  in  addition  to  equestrians,  science 
and  education  groups  and  "old  timers"  who  demonstrate  an  understanding  of  the 
watershed  and  responsible  behavior  are  allowed  access  to  the  watershed.  Past 
practices  of  allowing  access  to  non-profit  groups  was  stopped  a few  years  ago  due 
to  negative  publicity.  SFWD  is  reviewing  the  inconsistencies  regarding  traditional 
users  and  proposed  users  of  the  watershed. 

o The  San  Mateo  County  Agricultural  Commissioner  stated  that  external  pressures 
are  building  and  that  eventually  SFWD  will  have  to  allow  some  public  access  to  the 
watershed.  He  commended  the  Watershed  Management  Planning  effort’s 
proactive  approach  and  emphasized  that  it  is  better  for  SFWD  to  direct  and 
manage  access,  rather  than  letting  political  factions  decide. 

o There  was  some  discussion  regarding  the  status  of  Peninsula  Open  Space  Trust’s 
efforts  to  purchase  the  Phleger  Estate  for  open  space.  Concern  was  expressed 
that  if  the  remaining  funds  are  not  secured  that  the  property  may  be  subject  to 
subdivisions  which  will  encroach  on  the  watershed. 

o It  was  suggested  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  that  SFWD  meet  with  The 
Trail  Center,  a non-profit  organization  based  in  Los  Altos  whose  focus  is  to  build 
and  maintain  trails  that  do  not  impact  watershed  lands.  They  receive  revenues 
from  agencies  and  parks  for  whom  they  maintain  trails,  as  well  as  through 
membership  dues.  Although  they  used  to  be  allied  with  the  Bay  Area  Trails 
Council,  The  Trail  Center  strongly  disagrees  with  any  concept  of  developing 
connector  trails  through  watershed  lands.  SFWD  stated  that  it  currently  has  an 
agreement  with  San  Mateo  County  to  link  existing  trails  along  the  periphery  of  the 
Peninsula  Watershed. 
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o Another  issue  cited  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  was  the  pros  and  cons  of 
fences  around  the  watershed  near  trails  and  other  high  traffic  areas.  The  pros  are 
that  fences  prevent  destructive  uses  like  motorcycles  and  bicycles  from  entering 
the  watershed.  However,  they  also  prevent  the  passage  of  some  wildlife,  such  as 
fawns  that  cannot  jump  over  the  fence.  Four-by-fours  and  wire  fencing  was 
suggested  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society.  SFWD  responded  that  fencing  will 
be  designated  region  by  region  depending  upon  the  level  of  activity. 

o The  Peninsula  Humane  Society  defined  for  ESA  what  they  believe  to  be  the 
primary  wildlife  corridor:  from  El  Camino  across  280  to  the  Watershed. 

o Although  there  is  no  scientific  proof,  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  believes  that 
"residential  wildlife"  exists  on  or  adjacent  to  the  watershed.  Many  are  born  and 
raised  in  storm  drains.  Consequently,  their  natural  habitat  is  not  the  wild.  This 
type  of  animal  becomes  familiar  with  traffic  patterns  in  specific  areas  and  crosses 
the  roads  at  night,  when  less  traffic  occurs.  Most  road  kills  are  the  result  of  a lone 
car  that  surprises  the  animal  as  it  is  crosses  the  road  at  night. 

o The  Peninsula  Humane  Society  expressed  concern  that  scientific  evidence  and 
numbers  would  be  required  as  proof  in  order  to  prevent  development  in  migratory 
corridors. 

o Most  of  the  dead  deer  retrieved  by  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society  are  found  on 
Highway  92  and  1-280. 

o It  was  emphasized  that  SFWD  and  its  team  must  become  familiar  with  migratory 
corridors  and  to  consider  that  some  of  the  movement  that  may  be  monitored  in 
these  corridors  could  be  attributed  to  foraging  activity. 

o Concern  was  expressed  regarding  allowing  access  on  the  watershed  to  pets. 
Although  many  dog-owners,  for  example,  are  good  about  keeping  their  pets  on 
their  leashes,  they  do  not  clean  up  the  excrement.  Dogs  also  disrupt  the  natural 
activity  of  native  species  by  chasing  deer  and  birds. 


Recommended  Contacts 

The  Trail  Center 

Karl  May,  biologist  on  the  coast  at  McNee  Ranch 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  San  Francisco  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
Issues  Summary 
Wednesday,  February  3,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Barbara  Sahm,  Director,  San  Francisco  OER 

Paul  Deutsch,  Planner  IV,  San  Francisco  OER 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

Gary  Oates,  Environmental  Science  Associates  (ESA) 
Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  ESA  staff  met  with  the  San  Francisco  County  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  to  brief  them  on  the  purpose,  content  and  status  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Planning  effort  and  to  identify  issues  that  OER  feels  is  important  to  consider 
in  the  development  of  the  management  plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda 
watersheds. 

Issues  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issues  maps,  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  and  the  Watershed 
Management,  primary  and  secondary  goals  were  distributed.  Ed  Stewart  gave  an 
overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan  and  reviewed  the  geography  and  issues 
associated  with  each  map.  Tina  Stott  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and 
workplan.  Kelly  Stewart  provided  a brief  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities, 
including  initial  interviews  held  and  the  schedule  and  format  of  the  first  round  of 
workshops.  Joe  Naras  pointed  out  the  key  concerns  identified  by  Watershed  Division 
staff  on  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds. 

Barbara  Sahm  of  San  Francisco  OER  stated  that  her  office  must  review  the  scope  and 
schedule  to  ensure  that  all  appropriate  studies  will  be  completed.  She  advised  the  team 
that  the  schedule  will  probably  be  lengthened  to  allow  for  ample  review  by  OER  of  reports 
that  are  submitted. 

The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  discussed: 
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Alameda  Watershed 


o Native  American  interests  and  claims  on  watershed  lands  will  have  to  be 
processed  through  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission. 

o Quarry  leases,  even  for  inactive  quarries  like  Apperson  Ridge  must  be  considered 
as  active  when  impacts  are  identified  as  part  of  the  watershed  management  plans. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  Pleasanton  Ridge  which  has  been  purchased 
by  EBRPD.  Development  pressure  from  the  City  of  Fremont  extends  to  the  toe 
of  the  ridge.  Open  space  is  preserved  near  the  ridge. 

o It  was  noted  that  one  of  the  sites  of  the  Hetch-Hetchy  treatment  plant  is  on  a 
faultline. 

o OER  stated  that  an  emergency  plan  must  be  developed  and  submitted  by  Chevron 
for  their  faulty  pipeline,  which  is  also  the  location  where  State  Delta  water  is  piped 
into  the  system. 

o It  was  noted  that  the  watershed,  because  of  the  limited  access  exercised  in  the 
past,  is  a defacto  wilderness  and  home  to  eight  pairs  of  resident  Golden  Eagles 
near  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir. 

o Barbara  Sahm  suspects  that  the  Alameda  Watershed  is  more  of  a biodiversity 
resource  than  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  due  to  the  protection  within  the  canyons. 

Peninsula  Watershed 


o "Constraints"  recognized  by  SFWD  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  include  the  Fish 
and  Game  Refuge  designation,  a fire  hazard  area  designation  and  the  scenic  and 
recreational  easement  currently  administered  by  the  GGNRA.  Barbara  Sahm 
expressed  that  the  state  recognition  through  these  designations  is  an  attribute. 

o Barbara  Sahm  stated  that  there  is  a strong  misperception  among  the  public  that 
GGNRA  includes  easement  areas  under  the  National  Park  Service  and  that 
GGNRA  boundaries  are  marked  on  Triple  A maps. 

Process 


o Regarding  public  and  agency  interaction,  Barbara  Sahm  stated  that  any  materials 
or  presentations  that  include  discussion  of  the  EIR  process  must  first  be  screened 
by  Barbara  or  Paul  Deutsch.  The  intent  of  the  workshops  must  be  clearly 
presented. 

o Gary  Oates  assured  OER  that  the  scoping  process  was  still  in  progress  and  would 
be  for  quite  some  time.  As  Phase  II  begins,  EDAW  will  review  the  onginal 
proposal  and  determine  the  refinements,  if  any,  that  need  to  be  made  to  the 
scope. 
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o Regarding  the  GIS  systems  being  developed  for  watershed  management,  Barbara 
Sahm  suggested  that  EDAW  coordinate  with  the  OER’s  GIS  system  contact,  David 
Levy,  and  possibly  the  city  health  department’s  GIS  contact,  Bob  Siteman. 
Although  it  may  not  be  appropriate  for  the  three  GIS  systems  to  be  compatible, 
Ms.  Sahm  suggested  that  the  systems  should  be  examined  to  confirm  whether  or 
not  they  are  compatible. 

o Ms.  Sahm  asked  who  will  prepare  the  Notice  of  Preparation.  She  explained  that 
there  are  a limited  number  of  responsible  agencies  that  SFWD  and  the  team  must 
consult  regarding  the  NOP.  She  stated  that  the  watershed  management  planning 
team  is  under  no  obligation  to  consult  GGNRA  regarding  approval  of  the  plan.  In 
fact,  San  Francisco  County  and  state  agencies,  such  as  the  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game,  are  the  only  responsible  agencies  with  whom  the  Team  must 
coordinate  review,  comment  and  approval. 

o Barbara  Sahm  stated  that  the  program  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  must 
consider  and  notice  all  potential  project  EIRs  that  may  be  proposed  in  the  future. 
However,  there  is  no  need  to  prepare  a master  environmental  assessment  if  the 
team  is  already  preparing  a program  EIR. 

o Ms.  Sahm  explained  that  the  PUC’s  approval  of  the  master  plans  will  trigger  the 
beginning  of  the  EIR  process.  Once  the  EIR  is  approved  and  a plan  is  adopted, 
a mitigation  and  monitoring  program  for  implementation  of  the  plans  will  be 
developed. 

o Ms.  Sahm  noted  that  the  PUC  is  a unique  government  structure  that  rolls  the  city 
and  county’s  services  into  one,  including  transit,  sewer,  water,  parks,  schools, 
redevelopment,  the  Port  and  the  airport. 

o In  response  to  the  team’s  presentation  of  the  watershed  management  mission 
statement,  goals  and  objectives,  Barbara  Sahm  voiced  her  support  of  the  wording. 
However,  she  expressed  some  concern  that  there  was  no  specific  mention  made 
of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  She  stated  that  the  Planning 
Commission  is  "water  quality  oriented."  It  was  determined  that  if  the  Planning 
Commission  is  not  mentioned  in  the  mission  statement,  they  should  be  weaved 
into  the  goals. 

o Ms.  Sahm  approved  the  Team’s  plans  to  present  the  primary  and  secondary  goals 
to  the  public  at  the  first  round  of  workshops.  She  suggested  that  the  mission 
statement  be  reviewed  and  refined  during  the  next  six  months.  She  stated  that  it 
is  not  appropriate  for  her  to  provide  input  to  the  goals  nor  the  mission  statement, 
but  that  they  look  fine  from  an  environmental  perspective. 

o Barbara  Sahm  expressed  her  support  for  activities  that  would  allow  the  public 
controlled  access  that  provides  community  benefit,  education  and  recreation.  An 
educational  or  interpretive  center  on  or  near  the  watershed  was  suggested. 
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o Ms.  Sahm  stated  that  beyond  SFWD’s  goals  to  protect  and  maintain  a pure  water 
supply,  she  assumes  that  SFWD  will  have  to  allow  some  kind  of  public  recreational 
access  in  response  to  public  pressures.  Converting  old  quarries  to  reservoirs  with 
safe  water  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  was  suggested. 

o The  City  Planning  Commission  for  San  Francisco  must  be  consulted  when  the 
team  is  evaluating  land-based  recreational  uses  to  determine  whether  or  not 
specific  land  uses  must  be  amended  in  the  General  Plan. 

o Use  of  cooperative  agreements  between  adjacent  owners  and  managers  of  lands 
adjacent  to  both  watersheds  was  supported  by  OER  staff. 

o In  response  to  OER  inquiries,  the  team  stated  that  an  Alternatives  Analysis  would 
be  included  as  part  of  the  EIR  process.  This  insures  that  the  entire  range  of 
alternatives  would  be  evaluated  --  from  alternatives  that  propose  less  activity  and 
access  than  what  currently  exists,  to  increased  public  and  recreational  access, 

o ESA  asked  Barbara  Sahm  if  the  consultant  conducting  the  natural  resources 
analysis  must  be  different  than  the  consultant  preparing  the  EIR.  Ms.  Sahm 
responded  that  on  typical  EIRs,  separate  consultants  are  required.  However,  the 
interactive  nature  of  this  particular  planning  effort  makes  it  more  conducive  to  a 
single  consultant  effort.  Ms.  Sahm  advised  ESA  that  they  must  be  very  careful 
regarding  public  perception  at  the  time  the  preferred  plan  is  being  selected.  They 
must  not  appear  to  be  attached  to  any  of  the  alternatives,  nor  should  they  presume 
that  any  of  the  alternatives  are  necessarily  self-mitigating. 

o SFWD  invited  OER  to  designate  a representative  to  serve  on  the  Watershed 
Planning  Committee.  Barbara  Sahm  stated  that  when  it  is  determined  by  the  OER 
and  the  Planning  Commission  that  the  General  Plan  should  be  amended  to  include 
a part  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plan,  OER  resources  will  be  allocated  to 
work  on  the  project  and  serve  on  the  committee.  She  stated  that  she  will  have  to 
take  quick  action  to  include  this  in  budget  planning  for  1993-94,  currently 
underway. 

o Regarding  the  workplan,  Barbara  Sahm  indicated  that  three  OER  reviews  must  be 
incorporated  into  the  schedule  for  development  of  the  EIR,  between  Phases  3 and 
4.  At  present,  there  is  not  enough  time  scheduled.  SFWD  and  ESA  assured  Ms. 
Sahm  that  the  schedule  and  scope  presented  on  the  workplan  is  preliminary  and 
will  be  updated  to  include  OER  comments. 

o Barbara  Sahm  advised  the  team  that  there  is  no  legal  requirement  for  SFWD  to 
hold  public  scoping  meetings.  However,  she  recommends  that  scoping  meetings 
be  held  for  this  planning  effort.  She  suggested  that  the  scoping  process  be  shifted 
on  the  schedule  so  that  the  NOP  is  issued  in  month  14  or  15  and  the  Scoping 
Meetings  are  scheduled  within  30  days  after  the  issuance  of  the  NOP.  She  noted 
that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  team  to  know  all  of  the  issues  on  the  checklist  at 
the  time  the  NOP  is  issued. 
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o ESA  inquired  whether  an  Initial  Study  (IS)  must  be  factored  into  the  schedule. 
Barbara  Sahm  answered  that  it  does  not.  However  IS  issues  must  then  be 
addressed  in  the  NOP.  Specific  explanation  of  why  some  items  on  the  checklist 
have  been  factored  out  must  be  included  in  the  NOP  or  EIR  requirement  notice. 
There  are  pros  and  cons  to  both  approaches.  A decision  must  be  made  within  the 
next  two  to  three  months. 

o Barbara  Sahm  advised  the  Team  that  they  must  formally  apply  and  pay  a fee  to 
the  OER.  The  fee  amount  is  usually  based  on  construction  costs,  however,  in  the 
case  of  this  planning  effort,  OER  will  have  to  determine  a basis  for  determining  the 
fee,  considering  the  $300  minimum. 

o It  was  determined  that  a follow-up  meeting  should  be  scheduled  to  discuss  in  detail 
the  NOP  schedule,  NOP  distribution  and  the  Scoping  Meetings.  OER  also 
requested  copies  of  the  detailed  scopes  of  the  subcontractors.  The  meeting  was 
scheduled  for  9:00  a.m.  on  Wednesday,  March  17.  (NOTE:  At  Barbara  Sahm’s 
request,  the  meeting  has  since  been  rescheduled  for  Wednesday,  March  24.) 

o With  regard  to  ESA’s  participation  in  the  workshops,  Barbara  Sahm  emphasized 
that  ESA  must  take  the  role  of  the  neutral  evaluator  in  the  public  eye. 

o Barbara  Sahm  requested  to  be  copied  on  all  public  outreach  materials  produced, 
but  asked  that  only  one  copy  be  sent  to  be  routed  to  the  appropriate  staff  in  the 
office. 


Recommended  Contacts 

David  Levy,  San  Francisco  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
Bob  Siteman,  San  Francisco  Health  Department 
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Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Meeting  #5  Summary 
EDAW,  Inc. 

Wednesday,  February  17,  10:30  a.m. 


Meeting  Attendees:  Committee  Members 

Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 

Tim  Koopman,  SFWD  (for  Leo  Bauer) 

Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Jack  O’Shea,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD 

Technical  Advisory  Committee  Members 

Robert  Badaracco,  Marin  Municipal  Water  District 
Jerome  R.  Gilbert,  Consultant 
Bruce  Kuebler,  Los  Angeles  Dept,  of  Water  & Power 
Ed  Tenny,  Montgomery  Watson 

Consultant  Team 


David  Blau,  EDAW 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM 

Kelly  Stewart,  PAM 

Karen  Johnson,  Montgomery  Watson 

Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 

cc:  Committee  Members  Bob  Hickman,  SFWD 

Don  Larramendy,  SFWD 
Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorneys  Office 
John  Mullane,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  held  its  fifth  meeting  at 
EDAW,  Inc.  in  San  Francisco.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was:  to  review  the  logistics, 
presentation  and  handout  materials  for  the  Public  and  Agency  workshops  and  other  public 
participation  activities;  to  provide  a GIS  update;  and  to  discuss  with  the  Technical 
Advisory  Committee  (TAC),  their  experience  and  their  impressions  of  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plans. 
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Since  the  last  meeting,  all  members  of  the  committee  were  sent  the  following  items: 

• A summary  of  the  January  13  Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting 

• Directions  to  EDAW 

(NOTE:  Items  distributed  at  this  meeting  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  summary.  Copies 
of  these  materials  are  enclosed  for  all  WPC  members  who  did  not  attend  the  3/17/93 
meeting.) 


Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program 

Public  Workshop  Dry  Run  and  Comments 
Logistics 

PAM  presented  the  latest  logistical  information  on  the  workshops  scheduled  from  7:00 
p.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  for  the  following  dates  and  locations:  Monday,  March  8 at  the 
Pleasanton  Middle  School;  Thursday,  March  11  at  the  College  of  San  Mateo;  and 
Tuesday,  March  16  at  a location  in  San  Francisco  to  be  determined  based  on 
confirmation  that  it  meets  the  City’s  requirements  for  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act 
(ADA). 

Presentations 

A revised  strategy  and  script  of  the  presentation  and  format  for  the  workshops  was 
distributed  to  all  meeting  participants.  Each  person  participating  in  the  presentation 
provided  a verbal  outline  of  the  points  that  would  be  covered  in  the  presentation.  Cheryl 
Davis  reviewed  the  bulleted  points  outlined  in  the  section  to  be  presented  by  SFWD 
Management.  It  was  determined  that  Cheryl  will  present  the  SFWD  Management  section 
at  the  Pleasanton  and  San  Mateo  workshops  and  John  Mullane  will  present  the  same 
section  at  the  San  Francisco  workshop.  Ed  Stewart  will  work  with  EDAW  and  PAM  to 
draft  a detailed  script  for  this  part  of  the  presentation.  The  script  will  include  a statement 
that  water  quality  has  always  been  SFWD’s  primary  goal.  Ed  Stewart,  David  Blau  and 
Bonnie  Nixon  also  presented  their  sections  of  the  presentation. 

The  TAC  suggested  that  the  unique  resources  and  interests  of  each  watershed  be  dealt 
with  separately  at  the  workshops.  Efforts  should  be  made  to  clarify  the  differences  so 
that  workshop  attendees  do  not  assume  that  uses  and  strategies  deemed  appropriate  for 
one  watershed  are  automatically  appropriate  for  the  other  watershed.  Each  workshop 
presentation  should  begin  with  the  goals  and  objectives  outlined  in  the  mission  statement. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  members  that  efforts  be  made  in 
advance  of  the  workshops  to  solicit  participation  of  the  water  user  community,  specifically 
through  the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  members.  It  was  confirmed  that  all  of  the 
Bay  Area  Water  User  member  organizations  are  included  on  the  mailing  list.  It  was 
suggested  that  the  maps  show  the  service  area. 
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Handouts 


PAM  distributed  a comment  sheet  for  use  during  the  small  group  discussions  and  for 
attendees  to  complete  and  mail  in.  Minor  edits  were  suggested  to  make  it  easy  to  follow. 
A sentence  was  added  to  let  attendees  know  that  they  should  submit  a written  request 
to  the  SFWD  P.O.  Box  address  provided  to  receive  a copy  of  the  workshop  summary 
report. 

There  was  discussion  about  possibly  providing  a preliminary  public  opinion  survey  sheet 
to  find  out  attendees’  current  uses  and  perceptions  of  the  watershed.  It  was  later 
determined  that  work  be  continued  on  the  current  survey  to  ensure  that  it  is  scientifically 
designed  and  tested  and  no  interim  survey  will  be  distributed  at  the  workshops. 

It  was  asked  whether  there  were  any  SFWD  brochures  or  materials  that  would  be 
appropriate  for  distribution  to  workshop  participants.  Brochures  produced  by  SFWD, 
Hetch  Hetchy  and  the  Nature  Conservancy  were  suggested.  SFWD  agreed  to  research 
the  appropriateness  and  availability  of  these  types  of  materials. 

It  was  determined  that  blank  base  maps  of  each  watershed  will  be  distributed  at  each 
meeting.  The  TAC  suggested  that  any  handout  or  board  showing  the  goals  or  the  key 
"concerns"  include  the  mission  statement  to  provide  context.  The  TAC  also  suggested 
that  the  word  "concerns"  be  changed  to  "issues"  or  "challenges." 

Public/Aqencv  Meeting  Update 

PAM  distributed  the  summaries  of  the  most  recent  meetings  conducted  from  January  5 
through  February  3.  Meetings  scheduled  with  former  SF  Watershed  Manager  Ed 
Fonseca  on  February  1 8 and  with  EBMUD  on  February  24  will  mark  the  completion  of  the 
initial  interviews. 

Newsletter  Update 

EDAW  reported  that  the  newsletter  will  be  completed  pending  the  City’s  approval  of  the 
workshop  sites.  Upon  completion,  the  newsletter  will  be  mailed  first  class  to  the  entire 
mailing  list  approximately  one  week  prior  to  the  first  workshop. 


GIS  Update 

GIS  Implementation  Plan  and  Mapping 

EDAW  presented  an  update  of  the  GIS  implementation  plan  and  mapping.  Several  layers 
are  being  plotted.  Mapping  will  be  done  to  USGS  scale.  Watershed  data  bases  are 
staggered.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  data  bases  for  both  watersheds  will  be  completed  by 
the  end  of  the  year. 
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EDAW  is  currently  evaluating  SFWD’s  long-term  GIS  needs.  Many  of  the  long-term 
needs  have  already  been  identified  through  initial  interviews  with  managers  of  the 
watershed  division  and  other  divisions.  The  GIS  will  be  implemented  in  phases.  The  first 
phase  will  include  GIS  hardware  and  software  which  meets  the  needs  of  the  watershed 
management  program.  Subsequent  phases  will  meet  additional  needs  of  other  SFWD 
departments,  budget  and  resources  permitting.  A report  with  recommendations  for  the 
GIS  will  be  completed  in  a month  and  will  be  distributed  for  discussion  at  the  next  WPC 
meeting. 


Technical  Advisory  Committee 

Introduction 


Each  of  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  members  introduced  themselves  and 
gave  a brief  overview  of  their  experience  with  watersheds  for  the  group. 

Watershed  Management  Experience 

Ed  Tenny  - currently  an  employee  of  Montgomery  Watson,  was  formerly  with  the 
Portland  Water  Bureau  (PWB).  He  has  worked  with  watershed  issues  in  Seattle,  WA; 
Tacoma,  WA;  Victoria  Bridge;  New  York;  Boston,  MA;  and  Columbus,  GA.  The  100- 
square-mile  Bull  Run  Preserve  serves  as  the  Portland  Water  Bureau’s  watershed.  The 
U.S.  Forest  Service  owns  90  percent  of  the  watershed,  which  has  been  closed  to  all 
access  for  100  years.  Eighty-five  percent  of  trees  are  old  growth  Douglas  Firs.  No 
logging  activity  has  been  allowed  for  the  last  20  years.  The  watershed  produces  high 
quality  water.  The  PWB’s  groundwater  source  is  located  on  land  designated  for  industrial 
use.  In  response  to  this,  the  PWB  has  prepared  a state-of-the-art  groundwater 
management  plan. 

Bruce  Kuebler  --  has  been  with  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power 
(LADWP)  for  30  years.  The  LADWP  owns  10,000  acres  of  watershed  land  in  Inyo  and 
Mono  counties.  Other  landowners  are  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  United 
States  Forest  Service.  Policies  have  been  very  restrictive  with  regard  to  development 
outside  of  the  existing  towns.  During  the  last  five  years,  Mr.  Kuebler  has  been  Director 
of  the  Water  Quality  Division  and  has  initiated  a mediation  process  with  residents  who  live 
around  the  reservoirs.  He  emphasized  that  two-way  communication  is  essential  to 
building  a partnership  with  the  public.  He  mentioned  that  the  activities  that  are  permitted 
on  the  Owens  Valley  watershed  are  low-intensity  activities,  including  recreation,  cattle 
grazing  and  irrigation  for  pastures,  alfalfa  and  sheep.  There  is  a problem  with 
indiscriminate  camping.  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  leased  land  is  open  to  the  public. 
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Jerry  Gilbert  - has  more  than  30  years  experience  in  watershed  management,  including 
positions  with  the  Alameda  County  Water  District,  North  Marin  Water  District,  the  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  East  Bay  Municipal  Utilities  District.  He  is  serving  on 
an  EPA  panel  for  the  City  of  New  York  regarding  filtration  avoidance.  The  EPA  granted 
New  York  City  filtration  avoidance  for  one  year.  The  panel  recommends  filtration.  If 
avoidance  is  granted  to  New  York,  30,000  cattle,  30,000  septic  tanks,  60,000  point 
sources  and  a summer  population  of  130,000  must  be  considered.  A major  concern 
among  environmental  groups  is,  if  filtration  is  required,  there  will  be  no  incentive  for 
watershed  protection.  It  was  suggested  that  SFWD  look  at  some  type  of  filtration  or  they 
may  be  subject  to  tighter  regulations. 

Bob  Badaracco  - has  been  the  Environmental  Resources  Manager  for  the  Marin 
Municipal  Water  District  (MMWD)  for  the  last  three  years.  His  major  areas  of  focus  are 
management  of  the  watershed,  water  conservation,  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
CEQA  process  and  landscape  management.  Prior  to  his  position  at  MMWD,  he  spent 
eight  years  managing  open  space  for  the  County  of  San  Luis  Obispo,  three  years  with 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  eight  years  with  the  National  Park  Service.  The 
MMWD  Watershed  is  comprised  of  20,000  acres  around  Mt.  Tamalpais.  A total  of  79,000 
acre  feet  of  water  is  stored  on  five  lakes.  One  million  users  primarily  hike  and  mountain 
bike  on  the  watershed  lands  each  year.  The  MMWD  Watershed  is  the  oldest  municipal 
water  district  in  the  State  of  California.  MMWD  rates  are  the  highest  in  the  state.  Marin 
County  recently  passed  Measure  B to  import  additional  water.  Thirty-three  percent 
rationing  was  achieved. 


Discussion 


The  members  of  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  gave  the  following  comments 
to  the  SFWD  regarding  the  Watershed  Management  Plans: 

o Based  on  meetings  held  with  other  water  agencies,  it  is  predicted  that  major 
unfiltered  water  supplies  will  not  exist  in  15  years.  Examples  of  unfiltered  systems 
to  look  towards  for  creative  solutions  include  SFWD;  EBMUD;  Seattle,  WA; 
Tacoma,  WA;  Portland,  OR;  New  York;  Boston,  MA;  Portland,  ME;  and  Asheville, 
NC.  Portland  is  considering  an  option  to  develop  a separate  filtered  supply  which 
would  be  used  as  the  primary  supply  in  times  of  turbidity. 

o Protection  of  water  quality  is  SFWD’s  primary  mission.  The  TAC  emphasized  that 
although  water  quality  could  be  used  as  the  sole  justification  for  watershed 
protection,  cost,  incompatible  uses  and  fire  could  be  other  justifications  for 
watershed  protection. 
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o It  was  stated  that  EBMUD  uses  full  filtration  on  its  watershed  lands.  In  the  1 980’s, 
the  EBMUD  Board  used  the  water  quality  issue  to  control  and  direct  growth  and 
development.  They  purchased  land  within  the  watershed  boundaries  and  objected 
to  development  proposals  based  on  damage  to  water  quality. 

o SFWD  must  base  its  goals  and  guiding  principles  on  a rigorous  analysis  of  what 
is  needed  to  protect  water  quality.  Establish  a "bedrock"  set  of  principles  which 
the  SFWD  will  not  violate.  From  these  goals,  criteria  must  be  developed  to 
evaluate  new  proposals.  The  goals  and  criteria  must  be  clearly  understandable 
to  the  public. 

o Sensitivity  zones  are  an  appropriate  tool  for  evaluating  proposed  uses.  Establish 
a set  of  conditions  that  must  be  met  before  a proposed  use  can  be  considered 
further.  From  this,  determine  a list  of  activities  that  are  prohibited.  The  next  level 
may  be  a list  of  activities  that  are  allowed  only  by  specific  criteria  or  a special 
permit. 

o It  is  essential  that  the  PUC  be  educated  and  included  in  the  process.  SFWD  must 
communicate  to  the  PUC  their  role  as  stewards  of  the  land  and  protectors  of  public 
health.  It  is  their  responsibility  to  help  protect  and  defend  the  watershed  lands  as 
part  of  San  Francisco’s  heritage.  SFWD  staff  must  explain  to  the  PUC  the  benefits 
of  becoming  involved  in  the  development  of  the  Watershed  Management  Plans. 
When  completed,  the  plans  will  relieve  them  of  daily  administrative  responsibilities 
and  should  funnel  only  the  critical  issues  to  them  for  their  decision. 

o The  Portland  Water  Bureau’s  decision-making  board  is  the  Portland  City  Council. 
LADWP’s  Board  of  Commissioners  was  educated  by  staff  to  see  benefits  of  low- 
intensity  uses.  EBMUD’s  Board  was  elected  from  seven  zones  and  has  requested 
that  an  administrative  structure  be  established  to  handle  90%  of  the  land  use 
proposals  received,  so  that  only  a small  number  requires  the  board’s  attention. 

o Public  opinion  surveys  have  proven  to  be  a valuable  tool  for  MMWD.  It  is 
important  that  public  opinion  surveys  or  focus  groups  be  conducted  by  an  objective 
third  party.  The  value  of  this  type  of  survey  is  that  it  reveals  new  information  and 
provides  credible  hard  evidence  that  can  stand  up  to  public  scrutiny.  A public 
opinion  survey  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  1 976-77  revealed 
an  overwhelmingly  protective  sentiment  among  the  public  with  regard  to  watershed 
resources. 

o EBMUD  conducted  three  surveys  between  1986  and  1991  regarding  increasing 
water  supply  and  improving  water  quality.  In  each  case,  the  Board  of  Directors 
disregarded  the  results.  SFWD  may  have  better  luck  with  the  PUC. 


6 


o A citizens  advisory  committee  (CAC)  has  been  another  valuable  tool  for  watershed 
management.  A CAC  can  provide  a balance  with  regard  to  the  special  interest 
groups. 

o A special  briefing  for  environmental  reporters  was  suggested  to  give  the  media  a 
head  start  on  reporting  positively  on  the  project. 

o There  are  three  ways  for  SFWD  to  address  recreation:  (1)  promote  it;  (2)  allow 
it;  or  (3)  downplay  it.  A decision  on  the  approach  should  be  made  early  in  the 
process. 

o Peter  Sandman  was  mentioned  as  an  expert  in  risk  communication  and 
interpretation  of  public  comments.  There  are  specific  tools  that  can  be  used  to 
report  on  and  talk  to  people  about  risk. 

o SFWD  may  consider  appointing  a Water  Quality  Advisory  Committee  that  would 
be  comprised  of  experts  on  subjects  including,  public  health,  epidemiology,  land 
management  and  planning  and  microbiology.  Examples  of  potential  appointees 
might  include  academics  from  local  universities  and  technical  staff  from  the 
Department  of  Health  Services  and  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 
(Roberta  Borgonova  and  Jean  Auer  were  recommended.)  Selection  criteria  may 
include  technical  expertise,  strong  community  connections  and  an  academic 
perspective,  rather  than  a public  policy  viewpoint.  Appointees  may  be  nominated 
by  the  SFWD  general  manager,  followed  by  an  interview  and  selection  process. 
It  is  important  to  avoid  establishing  a committee  of  special  interests.  The 
committee’s  advisory  role  must  be  made  clear.  Position  the  committee  as  an 
appeals' board  for  the  public.  The  committee  could  review  external  proposals  and 
put  their  stamp  of  approval  on  uses  that  are  consistent  with  the  characterization 
of  the  watershed. 

o Add  "Printed  on  Recycled  Paper"  on  all  SFWD  materials  distributed  to  the  public. 

o The  issue  of  gathering  public  support  for  preserving  water  quality  was  raised. 

Those  who  attend  public  meetings  often  have  a specific  agenda.  It  is  important 
to  reach  the  water  users  who  value  and  will  support  the  preservation  of  water 
quality.  A survey  inserted  into  water  bills  was  suggested  as  a method  for 
gathering  this  support.  Water  users  would  be  asked  to  indicate  the  importance  of 
specific  issues  relative  to  water  quality.  The  results  would  be  documented.  This 
type  of  process  will  reach  out  to  the  indifferent  and  help  generate  a "special 
interest"  that  supports  public  health. 

o Clarification  was  sought  regarding  the  roles  of  the  TAC.  The  following  roles  were 
defined: 
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It  was  decided  that  the  TAC’s  advice  be  open  and  free-flowing  and  should 
be  given  and  accepted  voluntarily  by  the  watershed  management  planning 
team. 

The  TAC  has  no  decision-making  role,  therefore  consensus  is  not 
necessary  among  TAC  members. 

The  TAC  will  not  act  as  spokespersons  to  the  public  or  the  press.  The  TAC 
should  remain  as  objective  and  apolitical  as  possible. 

The  TAC’s  collective  expertise  and  past  experience  on  other  watersheds 
should  be  brought  in  whenever  possible  to  help  support  SFWD  staff 
recommendations  to  the  PUC. 


Goals  and  Objectives  Review 

TAC  members  provided  the  following  comments  on  the  watershed  management  goals 

and  objectives: 

o The  goals  are  fine.  It  is  a good  idea  to  do  primary  and  secondary  goals.  It  was 
recommended  that  the  secondary  goals  be  prioritized. 

o The  objectives  are  inconsistent  and  often  repeat  the  goals.  It  was  expressed  that 
objectives  should  be  precise  statements. 

o The  goals  and  objectives  do  not  adequately  address  vegetation  management, 
protection  of  ecological  systems  and  endangered  species. 

o Streamline  the  goals  and  objectives  so  that  fundamental  goals  are  at  the  top, 
objectives  are  next  and  supported  actions  follow. 

o Where  do  recreational  uses  fall  in  terms  of  the  goals  and  objectives?  Does  SFWD 
want  to  promote,  allow  or  downplay  recreation? 

o To  what  extent  will  rate  payers  be  asked  to  subsidize  recreational  and  other  land 
use  activities? 

o Goals  and  objectives  must  relate  directly  to  the  products  of  the  Watershed 
Management  Plans. 

o Make  water  quality  the  only  primary  goal.  All  other  goals  should  be  secondary. 

o Reword  Secondary  Goal  #4  to  clarify  the  public  involvement  aspect  of  the 
Watershed  Management  Plans. 
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o The  public  does  not  expect  that  goals  be  established  based  upon  laws,  e.g., 
compliance  with  regulations.  This  shouldn’t  be  a goal.  Instead,  let  the  public  know 
that  there  are  laws  SFWD  must  comply  with. 

o Water  customers  base  their  opinion  of  water  safety  on  taste,  odor  and  appearance. 

o A format  was  suggested  for  analyzing  the  impacts  of  current  and  potential  uses  on 

water  quality,  as  well  as  other  issues,  including  protecting  ecological  resources,  fire 
management,  aesthetics  and  operations  and  maintenance  costs. 

Based  on  input  from  the  TAC  and  WPC,  the  goals  were  revised.  The -revised  goals 
appear  in  the  Watershed  Watch  newsletter. 


Meeting  Handouts 

• Revised  Agenda 

• Revised  Public  and  Agency  Workshop  Strategy 

• Meeting  Summaries  (January  5 - February  3,  1993) 


Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Thursday,  April  1,  1993,  9 a.m. 

Location:  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Millbrae  Office  Lunch  Room 
1000  El  Camino  Real 
Millbrae,  CA 

Agenda  Items: 

o GIS  Implementation  Plan 

o GIS  Mapping  Update 

o Field  Work  Update 

o Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program  Update 

o Products  to  Date 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Ed  Fonseca,  Former  SF  Watershed  Manager 
Issues  Summary 
Thursday,  February  18,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Ed  Fonseca 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 

Karen  Johnson,  Montgomery  Watson  (MW) 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM  and  MW  staff  met  with  Ed  Fonseca,  former  manager  of  the  San 
Francisco  watersheds,  to  get  a historical  perspective  on  the  history  of  San  Francisco 
watershed  management  and  to  gain  insight  on  specific  issues  related  to  the  Peninsula 
and  Alameda  watersheds  as  well  as  to  the  proposed  plan. 

Issue  maps  of  both  watersheds  were  displayed  with  key  concerns  identified.  Reduced 
copies  of  the  issue  maps  and  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  were  distributed.  SFWD 
gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  the  plan  and  reviewed  the  geography  and 
issues  associated  with  each  map.  EDAW  gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  schedule  and 
workplan.  PAM  provided  a brief  overview  of  the  public  outreach  activities,  including  initial 
interviews  held  and  the  schedule  and  format  of  the  first  round  of  workshops.  Montgomery 
Watson  presented  information  on  the  technical  reports  prepared  on  the  SF  water  system 
and  summary  of  drinking  water  regulations,  as  well  as  an  overview  of  the  specific 
analyses  planned  with  regard  to  water  quality,  including  the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey. 

Ed  Fonseca  provided  his  background  and  experience  which  includes  a B.S.  in  civil  and 
sanitary  engineering.  He  worked  with  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  in  the  1 950’s, 
specializing  in  water  quality  and  purification.  With  SFWD,  he  was  responsible  for  45 
water  treatment  stations  on  the  Peninsula,  Hetch  Hetchy  and  Alameda  watersheds.  He 
was  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  water  quality,  including  sampling,  responding  to 
complaints,  specific  problems  (e.g.,  leaks),  watershed  surveys  and  special  projects  (e.g., 
taste  and  turbidity  studies).  He  has  inspected  all  but  one  pipe  and  tunnel  of  the  SF  water 
system.  During  his  tenure  (1 960-1988),  the  demand  for  SFWD  service  grew  from  80  mgd 
to  300  mgd. 

Ed  Fonseca  provided  a memo  addressed  to  Ed  McGovern  regarding  existing  recreational 
uses  on  the  watershed  and  offered  his  continued  assistance  throughout  the  planning 
process. 
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The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  and  comments  provided  by  Mr.  Fonseca  during  the 
interview: 

General 


o The  number  one  priority  of  the  San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan  should 

be  the  preservation  of  water  quality  as  it  relates  to  the  health,  welfare  and  overall 
safety  of  the  public. 

o Political  realities  may  force  consideration  of  uses  that  would  compromise  water 
quality.  Should  water  quality  be  deliberately  degraded  because  you  can 
treat/filter? 

o Regarding  management  of  activities  on  SF  watershed  lands,  SFWD  is  not  in  the 
recreation  business.  SFWD  must  set  the  terms  of  the  concessionaire  lease  so  that 
the  City  retains  control  and  makes  a profit.  The  concessionaire  should  have  the 
responsibility  to  monitor  and  enforce  the  rules  for  that  activity.  The  optimum 
contract  is  to  have  the  concessionaire  pay  SFWD  to  access  and  manage  the 
reservoirs.  SFWD  currently  pays  San  Mateo  County  and  East  Bay  Regional  Park 
District  to  manage  the  lands.  In  the  case  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  GGNRA 
scenic  and  recreation  easements  would  have  to  be  revised. 

o Both  natural  occurrences  and  man-made  activities  must  be  anticipated  and 
considered  in  the  Watershed  Management  Plans,  in  terms  of  impacts  on  water 
quality,  disruption  of  service,  temporary  measures,  etc.  In  the  event  of  a 
catastrophe  (e.g.,  faultline  earthquake),  water  sources  and  quality  would  have  to 
be  identified  to  keep  the  water  system  operating. 

o Mr.  Fonseca  expressed  concern  regarding  language  in  the  RFP  that  described 
stream  releases  that  could  be  in  violation  of  the  Raker  Act.  It  was  noted  that  the 
Delta  Hearings  and  Central  Valley  Project  legislation  may  change  the  definition  of 
the  Raker  Act. 

o Make  sure  Watershed  Management  Plans  are  flexible  enough  to  allow  and 
encourage  scientific  studies. 

o The  standards  and  guidelines  developed  for  the  plans  must  withstand  the  test  of 
time. 


Public  Involvement 


o Contact  environmental  reporters  at  local  media  outlets  early  in  the  process, 
establish  a relationship  and  get  them  writing  about  the  management  planning 
process. 
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o Develop  an  insert  to  stuff  in  the  water  bills  that  will  inform  users  of  the  planning 
process.  Mr.  Fonseca  mentioned  a brochure/insert  that  was  published  in  the 
1930’s  and  1940’s  called  "Behind  Your  Water  Faucet." 

o The  Watershed  Management  Plans  should  suggest  that  specific  and/or  additional 
staff  be  dedicated  to  handling  public  affairs  and  promotion.  At  present,  no  funds 
are  allocated  to  SFWD  for  this  purpose.  Mr.  Fonseca  suggested  that  the  Bay  Area 
Water  Users  Association  may  have  funds  to  dedicate  to  public  outreach  under 
SFWD  direction. 

o SFWD  possesses  excellent  historical  slides  and  materials  regarding  the  watershed. 
A formal  library  of  these  materials  should  be  established  at  the  Millbrae  and/or 
Sunol  offices. 

o Educational/historical  slide  show  presentations  on  the  watersheds  and  watershed 
management  plans  should  be  formalized  and  promoted. 

o Establish  public  information  centers  at  the  Filoli  Estate,  Coyote  Point  Museum  and 
the  San  Mateo  County  Historical  Society  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  and  at  the 
Sunol  office  and  an  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  location. 

Peninsula  Watershed 


o The  Peninsula  Watershed  should  be  maintained  as  a "natural  library"  of  unique 
and  endangered  species. 

o Lands  adjacent  to  the  watersheds  that  are  open  to  the  public,  such  as  Sweeney 
Ridge  and  Huddart  Park,  have  no  remaining  diversity  in  soils,  plants  and  wildlife. 

o The  watershed  exhibits  a tremendous  diversity  of  species.  Except  for  bears,  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  still  contains  representation  of  all  species  that  have  existed 
since  the  dawn  of  man. 

o Spring  Valley  Water  used  to  own  the  water  rights  all  the  way  down  past  Stone 
Dam  to  Half  Moon  Bay.  Stone  Dam  Reservoir  is  the  last  place  to  store  water. 

o Although  there  have  been  some  impacts  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  it  is  now 
healing  itself  and  should  be  left  to  continue  that  healing  process. 

o With  regard  to  trails,  Mr.  Fonseca  opposes  the  proposed  route  of  the  Bay  Area 
Ridge  Trail  due  to  anticipated  fire  hazards  and  other  human  impacts. 

o If  the  current  state  of  the  watershed  is  degraded,  it  will  be  impossible  to  bring  it 
back  to  the  condition  it  is  in  now. 
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o A vegetation  management  program  should  be  included  in  the  Watershed 
Management  Plan  that  accounts  for  removal  of  exotic  species,  including  the 
Monterey  Cypress.  The  goal  should  be  to  eradicate  exotic  species  overtime  and 
let  the  natural  species,  like  Douglas  Firs,  grow  back.  The  Monterey  Cypress  could 
be  sold  commercially  to  generate  revenue  for  SFWD. 

o To  eradicate  Pampas  grass,  SFWD  will  need  the  cooperation  of  adjacent  land 
owners. 

o The  greatest  concern  in  the  Peninsula  Watershed  is  fire.  Fire  management, 
prevention  and  prescribed  burns  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  plan.  The 
last  big  fire  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  occurred  more  than  100  years  ago. 
SFWD  should  seek  good  information  on  the  recovery  rate  of  species  after  a burn. 

o Mr.  Fonseca  suggested  SFWD  contact  Professor  Dennis  Murphy  at  Stanford 
regarding  serpentine  grasses. 

o In  response  to  MW’s  question  regarding  the  types  of  historical  uses  that  have 
occurred  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  Mr.  Fonseca  responded  that  sheep  grazing 
(Sheepcamp  trail)  and  quarries  (Skyline  Quarry)  once  took  place  on  the  property 
acquired  by  Spring  Valley. 

o If  SFWD  was  to  allow  fishing  interests  access  to  the  reservoirs  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed,  SFWD  should  begin  with  an  experimental  program  on  reservoirs  that 
are  the  least  critical  to  water  quality  and  water  operations.  Upper  Crystal  Springs 
is  the  best  candidate  for  this  use,  followed  by  Lower  Crystal  Springs. 

o When  support  and  political  pressure  for  a new  golf  course  on  the  Peninsula 
Watershed  was  at  its  peak,  Mr.  Fonseca  suggested  a relocation  of  the  proposed 
site  to  the  most  southern  end  of  the  watershed  across  from  Edgewood  Park  where 
it  would  be  the  farthest  away  from  users,  allowing  more  time  for  treatment. 

o Mr.  Fonseca  participated  in  Browning  Ferris,  Inc.  studies  regarding  water  rights. 
SFWD’s  current  water  and  riparian  rights  near  Appelonia  Canyon  and  BFI  are 
unclear.  There  is  a time  limitation  during  which  SFWD  must  exercise  or  lose  its 
right  to  pump  water  from  a specific  area. 

o A fog  condensate  study  should  be  considered  for  the  trees  on  Cahill  Ridge  as  part 
of  SFWD’s  continuing  scientific  studies  to  help  collect,  produce  and  store  water. 
Trees  have  already  been  planted  as  an  experiment  in  this  process  to  produce 
water  and  reduce  fire  hazard.  Half  Moon  Bay  and  Sky  Lawn  Cemetery  are  cited 
as  considering  fog  condensate  studies.  Mr.  Fonseca  cited  a Professor  Goodman 
from  SF  State  that  studied  a town  in  the  Andes  that  depended  upon  fog 
condensate  for  5,000  gallons  of  water  per  day.  Another  study  was  conducted  on 
the  Pilarcitos  Watershed  which  measured  fog  condensate  from  brush  alone, 
causing  stream  flows  of  300  gallons  per  minute.  Stream  flows  without  fog  were 
150  gpm.  Trees  would  provide  greater  amounts  of  water. 
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Alameda  Watershed 


o A walnut  orchard  implemented  by  the  University  of  California  was  once  the  "show 
place"  of  the  watershed  property.  The  orchard  was  later  eradicated  when  the  trees 
became  diseased.  The  tops  of  the  trees  were  cut  off  and  sold  as  fire  wood.  The 
trunks  were  sold  and  shipped  to  Italy  for  veneer.  SFWD  should  consider  similar 
revenue-generating  eradication  methods  for  exotic  species,  such  as  the  Monterey 
Cypress  on  the  Peninsula. 

o Pressures  to  open  the  reservoirs  to  fishing  interests  have  persisted  for  decades. 
Mr.  Fonseca  suggested  that  experimental  water  uses  can  be  tried  on  the 
reservoirs  that  have  already  been  impacted  or  are  not  as  strategic  to  water 
operations  or  water  quality.  The  San  Antonio  Reservoir  could  be  considered  in  a 
buffer  zone  and  more  appropriate  for  this  type  of  experimental  use.  The  Calaveras 
Reservoir  is  more  important  strategically  and  economically.  The  Sunol  Aqueduct 
also  lends  itself  to  recreational  uses  more  than  other  reservoirs. 


Recommended  Contacts 

Professor  Dennis  Murphy,  Stanford 
Professor  Goodman,  SF  State 

Recommended  Materials 

Memo  from  Ed  Fonseca  to  SFWD  re  Peninsula  Watershed  (received  by  EDAW) 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  East  Bay  Municipal  Utilities  District  (EBMUD) 
Issues  Summary 
February  24,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Stephen  Abbors,  Project  Manager,  East  Bay  Watershed 

Master  Plan,  EBMUD 

Richard  Leong,  Management  Analyst,  East  Bay  Watershed 
Master  Plan,  EBMUD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
David  Blau,  EDAW 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 

Denise  Rousseau,  Environmental  Science  Assoc.  (ESA) 

Karen  Johnson,  Montgomery  Watson 

SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM,  ESA  and  Montgomery  Watson  (MW)  staff  met  with  the  project 
manager  and  management  analyst  of  the  East  Bay  Watershed  Master  Plan  for 
EBMUD  to  exchange  information  and  ideas  on  policies  to  be  included  in  the 
perspective  management  plans.  Reduced  copies  of  the  issues  maps  of  both 
watersheds,  a copy  of  the  preliminary  workplan/schedule  and  a draft  copy  of  the  first 
newsletter  were  distributed.  SFWD  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  and  purpose  of 
the  plan  and  reviewed  the  geography  and  issues  associated  with  each  map.  EDAW 
gave  an  overview  of  the  team,  the  workplan,  the  issues  specific  to  each  watershed 
and  the  primary  and  secondary  goals.  Montgomery  Watson  provided  an  overview  of 
the  Watershed  Sanitary  Survey  and  other  analyses  being  conducted  regarding  land 
use  and  water  quality.  ESA  discussed  the  nature  of  the  field  studies  to  be  conducted 
during  Phase  II,  as  well  as  the  timing  of  the  CEQA  process. 

Steve  Abbors  provided  the  team  copies  of  the  1991  "Watershed  and  Recreation 
Division  Historical  Perspective,  Management  Responsibilities  and  Organizational 
Provisions"  report  and  explained  the  administrative  structure  for  and  status  of  the  East 
Bay  Watershed  Master  Plan. 
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The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  discussed. 

o The  prime  directive  of  the  master  plan  is  biodiversity  and  sustaining  the 

ecosystem  for  the  future.  This  goal  was  determined  by  the  EBMUD  Board  of 
Directors.  Four  of  the  seven  board  directors  can  be  considered  pro- 
environment. The  board  is  less  concerned  with  water  quality  and  more 
concerned  with  biodiversity.  The  concept  is  that  by  managing  the  ecosystem 
through  sensible  biodiversity  planning,  water  quality  issues  will  take  care  of 
themselves.  A biodiversity  perspective  will  ensure  that  existing  uses  and 
human-intensive  activities  are  considered. 

o The  scope  of  the  master  plan  is  derived  from  the  Board's  mission  statement. 
EBMUD  estimates  that  they  are  approximately  one  year  behind  SFWD  in  the 
planning  process.  No  goals  or  policies  have  been  established.  It  is  planned 
that  staff  will  establish  the  goals  for  the  plan  during  the  next  year.  Some  of  the 
goals  anticipated  include  sensitive  ecosystem  management,  provision  of 
compatible  recreational  and  land  uses  and  provision  of  a trail  system. 
Workshops  will  be  held  between  EBMUD  staff  and  the  Board  to  get  consensus 
on  the  goals. 

o The  scope  will  be  conducted  in  three  phases  during  the  next  22  months. 

Phase  I consists  of  an  evaluation  of  existing  land  uses,  with  an  eco-intensive 
emphasis  on  fire  management,  grazing  practices  and  a de-emphasis  on  people- 
related  activities.  Screening  criteria  will  be  developed  based  on  information 
gathered  during  this  phase.  Phase  2 will  evaluate  human-intensive  activities 
and  Phase  3 will  examine  proposed  new  uses.  Phases  2 and  3 may  be 
combined  or  overlap  to  meet  the  22-month  schedule. 

o The  products  of  the  master  plan  will  be  categorized  by  topic,  e.g.,  fire 

management,  vegetation  management,  etc.,  based  on  agency  culture  and  the 
ranger’s  acceptance  and  willingness  to  implement  the  plan’s  policies 
consistently. 

o A program  EIR  will  be  prepared  as  part  of  EBMUD’s  East  Bay  Watershed 

Master  Plan  that  is  defined  in  enough  detail  so  that  proposed  projects  can  be 
dealt  with  on  a Negative  Declaration  basis. 

o EBMUD  plans  to  use  GIS  mapping,  including  1"  to  800'  and  1"  to  400’  ortho 
photos  overiayed  with  topo.  Xeroxed  maps  will  be  used  to  show  point  data  on 
wildlife.  Aerial  mapping  will  be  done  to  scale,  then  digitized.  A staff  resource 
will  be  dedicated  to  managing  the  data  base  so  that  it  is  accessible  to  all 
managers.  The  GIS  will  include  a half  mile  perimeter  around  the  EBMUD 
lands. 
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o A 25-member  Community  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  was  appointed  by  the 

board  18  months  ago.  The  CAC  represents  a wide  range  of  interests,  including 
the  surrounding  municipalities,  grazing,  ranching  and  farming  communities,  the 
Center  for  Independent  Living,  two  Native  American  tribes,  Contra  Costa 
Consolidated,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District,  the  Asian,  African  American  and 
Hispanic  communities  and  various  environmental  groups  (e.g.,  Greenbelt 
Alliance,  California  Native  Plant  Society,  Sierra  Club,  Environmental  Defense 
Fund  and  Mt.  Diablo  Fishing  Group). 

o Regarding  management  of  special  interests  on  a CAC,  EBMUD  stated  that  the 
CAC  members  initially  came  with  separate  issues  and  agendas.  They  now 
work  together  as  a group. 

o The  role  of  the  CAC  is  to  review  and  comment  on  policies  developed  for  the 
Master  Plan. 

o EBMUD  stated  that  is  important  to  get  the  CAC  members  out  to  "see  what  the 
rangers  see"  and  get  a perspective  of  those  who  care  for  the  watershed  on  a 
daily  basis. 

o EBMUD  hosts  field  trips  and  focused  monthly  meetings  for  CAC  members. 
Managing  the  CAC  is  very  time-intensive,  but  also  very  rewarding.  It  is 
generally  regarded  as  a positive  process.  It  helps  to  accelerate  the  learning 
curve.  The  CAC  helped  to  define  the  scope  for  the  Master  Plan  RFP.  During 
discussion  of  existing  land  uses,  CAC  members  expressed  concern  that  existing 
uses  may  be  "grandfathered"  into  the  master  plan. 

o Early  on,  an  agreement  was  made  between  EBMUD  staff  and  the  CAC 

members  that  if  the  CAC  went  through  the  process  and  worked  directly  with 
staff,  then  EBMUD  staff  would  be  completely  open  and  share  everything  with 
the  CAC  regarding  developments  in  the  master  plan. 

o Once  a month,  the  CAC  Chair  and/or  Co-Chair  are  given  the  opportunity  to 
express  the  CAC’s  issues  directly  to  the  Board.  Because  many  of  the 
representatives  on  the  CAC  are  considered  leaders  within  the  community,  it  is 
believed  that  the  Board  gives  full  consideration  to  their  issues. 

o The  EBMUD  Board  has  requested  one  half  day  per  quarter  to  be  briefed  on  the 
progress  of  the  Watershed  Master  Plan. 

o EBMUD  is  planning  three  scoping  sessions  to  obtain  a laundry  list  of  issues  and 
concerns.  Opportunities  for  smaller  workshops  will  be  determined  later  in  the 
process. 
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o Three  8-1/2x11"  newsletters  are  also  planned  by  EBMUD.  Water  bill  inserts  will 
also  be  considered,  budget  permitting. 

o Public  opinion  surveys  were  discussed.  EBMUD  did  not  think  the  budget  would 
provide  for  this  type  of  effort. 

o EBMUD’s  watershed  staff  have  allowed  recreational  use  on  the  watershed  for 
so  long  that  they  all  support  some  sort  of  public  access.  However,  some  are 
against  grazing. 

o Regarding  impacts  to  and  from  adjacent  lands,  EBMUD  has  set  a one  half  mile 
boundary  around  the  perimeter  of  the  watershed  land  to  evaluate  impacts. 

o EBMUD  is  coordinating  with  the  general  plans  of  participating  counties. 

o EBMUD  has  representatives  on  the  Diablo  Region  Biodiversity  Planning  Group 

for  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  counties. 

o The  issue  of  joint  management  was  raised.  In  this  case,  EBRPD  provides 
unrestricted  recreation  and  EBMUD  provides  the  water.  There  is  an  intrinsic 
conflict.  Past  leasing  agreements  between  EBMUD  and  EBRPD  have  left 
contract  development  decisions  to  EBRPD  and  have  resulted  in  greater  impact 
and  expense.  Interpolicy/agency  developmental  meetings  are  planned  with 
East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  regarding  joint  management  agreements.  A 
liaison  committee  including  a member  of  EBRPD,  EBMUD  and  East  Bay 
Watershed  staff  will  participate  in  these  meetings.  Where  feasible,  private 
lands  will  also  be  evaluated. 

o Compatibility  of  natural  resources  versus  proposed  uses  was  raised  as  an 
issue.  Screening  criteria,  based  on  the  goals  (which  will  be  based  on  the 
mission  statement)  will  determine  compatibility  for  the  Master  Plan.  The 
screening  process  will  be  resource  driven.  Recreational  and  land  use  proposals 
must  show  mitigation  for  natural  resources.  This  is  consistent  with  the  board’s 
number  one  goal  to  protect  natural  resources.  The  tolerance  levels  of  different 
species  must  also  be  considered. 

o The  sum  of  the  impacts  plus  the  sum  of  the  mitigations  should  equal  no  net 
impact  to  natural  resources. 
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o With  regard  to  recreational  uses,  EBMUD  recommends  that  SFWD  should 
either  get  involved  and  take  it  seriously  or  don’t  do  it  at  all.  Staff  must  be 
involved  in  process  or  directly  managing  the  concessionaire.  The  pros  of 
having  staff  dedicated  to  managing  a recreation  use  is  that  the  staff  has  an 
understanding  of  the  primary  directive  and  can  control  enforcement.  The  cons 
are  the  expense  of  allocating  the  proper  resources. 

o The  EBMUD  Board  will  be  conducting  some  form  of  cost-benefit  analysis  that 
will  consider  the  number  of  staff  resource  hours  spent  on  recreational  or  other 
land  use  activities  versus  profit.  Based  on  this  type  of  evaluation,  it  will  be 
determined  whether  removing  the  use  is  more  effective  than  managing  the 
resources. 

o Regarding  concessionaire  leases,  EBMUD  cautioned  SFWD  to  leave  room  in 
any  leases  to  negotiate  and  to  be  cautious  about  long-term  leases. 

o EBMUD’s  grazing  program  is  being  dismantled.  The  intention  is  to  internally 
reexamine  the  impacts  of  leasing  on  various  natural  resources. 

o All  EBMUD’s  current  watershed  land  lessees  have  been  sent  a letter  advising 
them  of  the  watershed  planning  process  and  the  potential  ramifications  on  their 
lease.  Specific  workshops  will  be  held  with  the  lessees  to  discuss  issues. 

o Fire  management  is  one  of  the  top  priorities  of  EBMUD’s  Watershed  Master 
Plan.  EBMUD  conducted  their  first  experimental  prescribed  burn  in  January. 
The  California  Department  of  Forestry  was  notified  and  CAC  members 
observed. 

o Mountain  biking  is  currently  allowed  on  the  watershed  and  was  cited  as  an 

ecological  and  enforcement  problem.  The  mountain  biking  community  does  not 
recognize  the  geologic  or  ecological  impacts.  Although  bicycles  are  perceived 
as  being  environmentally  correct,  mountain  bikes  cause  the  same  type  of 
damage  as  other  off-road  vehicles.  Mountain  biking  infractions  occur  on 
EBRPD  land  adjacent  to  EBMUD  land.  EBMUD  currently  has  a contract  with 
EBRPD  for  a special  force  to  enforce  mountain  biking  regulations  on  EBMUD 
lands. 

o Permit  fees  are  being  considered  for  specific  recreation  activities. 

o Regarding  the  Canyon  development,  EBMUD  stated  that  they  are  interested  in 
buying  the  lands  around  the  development  and  not  the  development  itself. 
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o Dogs  and  other  domestic  pets  do  not  belong  in  a biodiversity  environment. 
EBMUD  currently  allows  dogs  on  the  watershed  with  rules  regarding  keeping 
them  on  the  leash  and  using  a scoop  to  clean  up  feces.  Monitoring  of  this 
program  shows  mixed  results.  They  anticipate  that  dog  access  will  be 
discontinued  as  a result  of  the  planning  process. 

o All  proposals  for  new  uses  on  EBMUD’s  watershed  are  currently  on  hold 
pending  the  completion  of  the  plan. 

o It  was  agreed  upon  that  SFWD  and  EBMUD  should  demonstrate  a cooperative 
effort  and  identify  the  differences  and  rationale  to  the  public  and  agencies. 
EDAW  requested  an  organizational  chart  of  EBMUD’s  watershed  staff  so  that 
counterparts  from  each  team  could  coordinate. 

o Differences  between  the  SFWD  and  EBMUD  efforts  that  have  been  identified  to 
date  are  as  follows: 

• In  terms  of  recreational  uses,  EBMUD  has  "crossed  the  bridge,"  SFWD  is 
looking  at  it. 

• Urban  interfaces  are  much  more  intensive  and  extensive  on  EBMUD’s 
watershed. 

• The  EBMUD  Board  of  Directors  is  more  cohesive  and  committed  than 
the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. 


Documents  Received 

• 1991  "Watershed  and  Recreation  Division  Historical  Perspective,  Management 

Responsibilities  and  Organizational  Provisions"  report 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  Responsible  Organized  Mountain  Pedalers  (ROMP) 
Issues  Summary 
Thursday,  April  8,  1 993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Peter  Fournier,  President,  ROMP 

Berry  Stevens,  ROMP  (San  Mateo  County) 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD,  EDAW  and  PAM  met  with  two  representatives  from  ROMP,  a Bay  Area  bicycling 
club  in  response  to  a request  received  from  ROMP  President  Peter  Fournier.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  discuss  issues  regarding  the  process  and  issues  regarding 
access  for  mountain  biking,  particularly  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  Both 
representatives  attended  the  Alameda  Workshop  at  the  College  of  San  Mateo  on  March 
11,  1993  and  had  received  the  first  issue  of  the  newsletter,  the  background  on  the 
watersheds  and  an  overview  of  the  process. 

Peter  Fournier  provided  background  information  on  ROMP.  ROMP  has  a board 
comprised  of  eight  members  of  all  ages  and  diverse  professions.  The  average  member 
is  in  their  30’s.  They  are  currently  applying  for  non-profit  status.  The  organization  was 
first  formed  in  1 984  in  response  to  the  opportunity  to  access  the  Joseph  D.  Grant  County 
Park  in  Santa  Clara  County  on  a trial  basis  which  was  studied  and  documented  by  the 
County.  ROMP’s  main  charges  are  to  educate  other  mountain  bikers  regarding  trail 
etiquette  and  howto  avoid  impacting  the  environment.  The  organization  has  staged  "trail 
watches,"  which  are  stations  at  popular  trailheads  and  key  points  on  trails,  where  citizen 
volunteers  act  as  a patrol  and  educate  other  multi-use  trail  users  on  the  trails  maintained 
by  the  Mid-Peninsula  Regional  Open  Space  District  (MPROSD).  According  to  ROMP, 
MPROSD  is  pleased  with  the  consistent  monitoring  of  the  trails  and  the  results  of 
discussions  that  ROMP  volunteers  conduct  with  other  trail  users.  ROMP  also  produced 
a trail  etiquette  brochure  in  coordination  with  the  Mid-Peninsula  Regional  Open  Space 
District  during  its  trail  policy  review.  Other  activities  included  "Romp  and  Stomp,"  which 
was  a coordinated  ride  and  barbecue  with  the  Los  Altos  Equestrian  Association.  ROMP 
maintains  a joint  relationship  with  the  San  Mateo  County  Equestrians.  ROMP  also 
maintains  relationships  with  all  of  the  mountain  bike  shops  in  the  area. 

Barry  Stevens  is  a member  of  ROMP  and  familiar  with  the  issues  specific  to  San  Mateo 
County.  He  is  also  the  head  of  the  Multi-Use  Access  Committee  which  is  a subgroup  of 
the  San  Mateo  Trails  Advisory  Committee,  which  reports  to  the  San  Mateo  County 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation.  As  part  of  the  committee,  he  helped  to  develop 
policy  and  protocol  for  trail  design  standards  which  consider  the  following  criteria:  side 
slope;  trail  width  and  ability  to  pass;  line  of  sight;  and  grade. 
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A summary  of  the  issues  discussed  is  provided  below: 

o ROMP  expressed  their  desire  to  be  involved  in  the  process  early  on.  They  first 
heard  that  SFWD  was  conducting  the  planning  effort  through  the  Los  Altos  Trail 
Center  and  wanted  to  make  sure  that  they  were  included  in  the  initial  interviews. 
PAM  assured  ROMP  that  this  meeting  was  considered  part  of  the  initial  interview 
process  to  gather  issues  from  stakeholders. 

o ROMP  asked  about  the  process  taken  to  identify  groups  and  individuals  for 
inclusion  on  the  project  mailing  list.  SFWD  and  PAM  explained  that  interviews 
were  conducted  first  with  known  interested  parties.  Other  interested  parties  were 
identified  through  the  course  of  the  first  interviews. 

o ROMP  provided  a copy  of  their  newsletter  that  included  a list  of  other  regional, 
national  and  international  cycling  organizations  that  would  be  appropriate  to  add 
to  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plan  mailing  list.  Organizations  listed  include 
the  International  Mountain  Biking  Association,  the  Marin  and  East  Bay  Chapters 
of  the  Bicycle  Trails  Council  and  the  League  of  American  Wheelmen. 

o ROMP  suggested  that  an  interview  be  conducted  with  the  East  Bay  Chapter  of  the 
Bicycle  Trails  Council  to  obtain  related  issues  regarding  the  Alameda  Watershed. 
A contact  name,  phone  number  and  address  was  provided. 

o ROMP  stated  that  soil  and  trail  studies  have  revealed  that  mountain  biking  does 
not  adversely  impact  trails. 

o According  to  the  discussions  conducted  by  ROMP  volunteers  at  education  stations 
along  trails,  most  trail  users  are  unaware  of  trail  etiquette  and  have  different 
expectations  of  the  behavior  and  actions  of  other  users. 

o ROMP  suggested  that  trail  user  conflict  is  the  key  issue  to  be  addressed.  SFWD 
responded  that  the  guidelines  developed  for  the  watershed  management  plans  and 
policies  will  respond  to  use  conflict. 

o ROMP  suggested  that  mountain  bikers  and  older  hikers  tend  to  have  the  most 
contentious  relationship  on  the  trails,  but  that  younger  hikers  are  more  open  to 
cooperative  use. 

o It  was  asked  what  pressure  influenced  the  initiation  of  the  watershed  management 
planning  process?  SFWD  responded  that  an  EIR  for  the  proposed  San  Mateo  Golf 
Course  prompted  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  to  direct  the  PUC/SFWD 
to  develop  a comprehensive  watershed  management  plan  prior  to  further 
consideration  of  a golf  course. 

o It  was  proposed  by  ROMP  that  trail  users  and  residents  appreciate  the  beauty  of 
the  watershed,  but  resent  the  restricted  access  policies  administered  by  SFWD. 
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ROMP  expressed  concern  that  public  does  not  have  the  opportunity  for  direct 
involvement  in  the  development  of  the  watershed  management  goals  and  policies. 
They  referenced  the  draft  goals  printed  in  the  first  issue  of  the  newsletter.  SFWD 
explained  that  the  goals  are  in  draft  form  and  that  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
public  workshops  was  to  receive  public  input  on  the  goals. 

o Consideration  of  an  alternative  format  for  the  public  meetings  was  requested  and 
an  excerpt  from  a planning  manual  regarding  the  public  process  was  handed  out. 
ROMP’S  primary  complaints  regarding  the  workshops  were  the  following: 

• came  across  as  a "p.r.  process" 

• too  focussed  and  constrained 

• no  forum  to  ask  questions 

• time  limits  enforced  during  small  group  discussions  were  frustrating 

• the  process  was  rushed;  participants  did  not  have  enough  time  to  consider 
thoughtful  answers  to  the  questions  posed 

• some  individuals  dominated  the  small  group  discussions 

• noise  of  other  groups  in  room  was  distracting 

• no  way  of  knowing  whether  other  people  shared  your  view  or  interest,  thus 
were  unable  to  build  a coalition  among  attending  citizens. 

Recommendations  for  the  next  round  include  the  following: 

• use  town  meeting  format,  letting  everyone  stand  up  in  front  of  their  peers 
to  speak; 

If  workshop  format  is  repeated: 

• allow  a 15-20  minute  Q&A  session  following  the  presentation; 

• if  there  is  not  enough  time  for  a question  to  be  asked  or  answered,  allow 
participants  to  fill  out  comment  sheets  which  SFWD  would  commit  to 
answer  in  writing  within  a specific  timeframe. 

• facilitators  should  establish  and  enforce  firmer  groundrules  at  the  beginning 
of  small  group  discussions,  such  as  "Raise  your  hand  to  speak." 

• expand  the  amount  of  time  for  small  group  discussions  and  hold  an 
intermission. 

SFWD  responded  that  the  workshop  format  was  designed  to  discourage  coalitions 
and  encourage  individual  participation  of  the  public  in  the  process.  It  was  agreed 
that  a question  and  answer  session  would  be  a good  idea  following  future 
presentations. 

o ROMP  expressed  their  desire  for  ongoing  input  into  the  process.  They  requested 
access  to  technical  reports  and  information  as  they  become  available.  SFWD 
responded  that  technical  reports  will  be  made  available  to  the  public  upon 
completion,  however,  no  "working  documents"  are  released  to  the  public  until  all 
the  data  is  assembled. 
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ROMP  requested  copies  or  access  to  contour  maps,  prior  plans,  reports  and 
SFWD  resources  regarding  the  watersheds.  Specifically,  they  asked  for  statistics 
and  records  regarding  public  use  of  the  watershed  during  the  past  30  years  and 
offered  to  come  to  SFWD  offices  to  review  the  log  record  of  permits  granted. 
SFWD  agreed  to  share  statistics  from  the  permit  records  when  they  had  been 
compiled. 

ROMP  provided  various  studies  commissioned  by  the  International  Mountain  Biking 
Association  and  other  groups  regarding  trail  use  and  access  by  mountain  bikers. 
Many  of  the  materials  provided  address  liability  issues  associated  with  access. 

ROMP  clarified  that  they  wanted  access  to  the  watershed  for  trail  use  only  and  no 
access  to  the  water.  They  suggested  conversion  of  existing  fire  roads  located  on 
the  ridge  tops  to  multi-use  trails,  with  the  assumption  that  runoff  from  ridge  trails 
would  not  reach  the  water.  SFWD  mentioned  that  human  impacts,  such  as  giardia 
and  Cryptosporidium  are  more  prevalent  than  runoff. 

ROMP  asked  why  Marin  Municipal  Water  District  and  Hetch  Hetchy  open  their 
watershed  lands  to  the  public?  SFWD  responded  that  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
watershed  is  managed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  that  SFWD  owns  only  the 
rights  to  the  water.  (There  is  no  easement  around  the  reservoir.) 

Clarification  was  asked  for  the  boundaries  of  the  GGNRA  scenic  and  recreational 
easements. 

ROMP  asked  about  SFWD’s  specific  concerns  regarding  access.  SFWD 
responded  that  the  primary  concerns  were  impacts  of  use  to  water  quality  and  the 
unique  habitat. 

ROMP  suggested  that  the  heavy  brush  surrounding  the  fire  roads  would  naturally 
define  the  trail  boundaries  and  deter  trail  users  from  going  off  the  trail  to  more 
vulnerable  areas,  such  as  the  San  Andreas  Reservoir. 

ROMP  asked  that  SFWD  use  a democratic  and  equitable  process  to  grant  access 
to  users.  Mountain  bikes  do  not  cause  any  more  impact  than  other  users,  such 
as  equestrians. 

If  SFWD  allows  expansion  of  trails  into  the  watershed,  they  should  keep  the  trails 
rugged  and  difficult  to  access,  with  no  parking  lots  or  paved  trails.  It  is  speculated 
by  ROMP  members  that  congestion  patterns  that  exist  on  the  periphery  of  the 
watershed,  such  as  Sawyer  Camp  Trail,  would  dissipate  as  the  trail  progressed 
further  in  to  more  rugged  terrain. 

ROMP  volunteered  their  resources  to  SFWD  for  the  following  activities: 

• volunteer  patrols  to  help  minimize  impacts 

• staff  "education  stations"  on  the  trails 

• help  design,  create  and  maintain  trails 
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o ROMP  expressed  their  support  for  the  Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  and  any  other  multi- 
use  trails.  They  want  access  for  mountain  bikes  on  any  trail  that  goes  through  the 
watershed, 

Materials  Received 

o ROMP  newsletter  Mountain  Cyclist  (April,  1993,  Vol.  8,  No.  4) 
o Excerpt  from  planning  manual  regarding  the  public  process 
o "Mountain  Bike  Use  Policy  for  the  California  State  Park  System,  State  of  California 
Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  (December  13,  1986) 
o "IMBA  Supports  Liability  Management,"  American  Online:  PFoumier  (April  8, 
1993) 

o "Public  and  Private  Landowner  Liability  - #14678,"  Legislator  Bion  M.  Gregory 
(November  10,  1988) 

o "Preliminary  Results  of  Seney  Study,"  Jim  Hasenauer,  IMBA  (May  7,  1990) 
o Land  Access  Alert  (Volume  3,  November  4,  May  1 990) 

o "Trail  Safety  and  Liability:  The  Standard  of  Care,"  Seymour  M.  Gold,  Ph.D.,  AICP 

(March  20,  1990) 

o "Kepner-Trego  Analysis,"  Mountain  Bicycle  Situation  on  Santa  Barbara  Front  Trails 
Managed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Santa  Barbara  Ranger  District  (August  1 987) 


5 


Watershed  Planning  Committee 
Meeting  #6  Summary 
EDAW,  Inc. 

Tuesday,  April  20,  1993,  1:00  p.m. 


Meeting  Attendees:  Committee  Members 

Cheryl  Davis,  SFWD 
Leo  Bauer,  SFWD 
Bob  Hickman,  SFWD 
Don  Larramendy,  SFWD 
Norm  Lougee,  SFWD 
Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorney 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 
Jerry  Romani,  SFWD 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 

Consultant  Team 


David  Blau,  EDAW 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Peter  Jonas,  EDAW 

Bonnie  Nixon,  PAM 

Kelly  Stewart,  PAM 

Karen  Johnson,  Montgomery  Watson 

Carol  James,  Montgomery  Watson 

Additional  Guests 


Bill  Camp,  SFWD 
Jon  Chow,  SFWD 
Phil  Dela  Cruz,  SFWD 
Jim  Sutro,  SFWD 
Chi  Yu,  SFWD 

cc:  Committee  Members  Steve  Leonard,  SFWD 

John  Mullane,  SFWD 
Jack  O’Shea,  SFWD 
Leonard  Swanson,  SFWD 


The  San  Francisco  Watershed  Planning  Committee  (WPC)  held  its  sixth  meeting  at  the 
SFWD  Millbrae  office.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  provide  highlights  of  the 
Watershed  ’93  National  Conference;  recap  the  comments  received  at  the  public 
workshops,  as  well  as  planned  activities;  a review  of  the  GIS  Implementation  Study;  and 
models  of  land  use/water  quality  relationships. 
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Since  the  last  meeting,  all  members  of  the  committee  were  sent  the  following  items: 

• A summary  of  the  February  17  Watershed  Planning  Committee  meeting 

• Summaries  of  meetings  with  former  SF  Watershed  Manager  Ed  Fonseca  and 
EBMUD. 

(NOTE:  Items  distributed  at  this  meeting  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  summary.) 

Public  and  Agency  Participation  Program 
Summary  of  Public  Workshops 
Issues  Received  at  the  Workshops 

PAM  provided  a brief  recap  of  the  workshops.  Approximately  40  people  attended  the 
Alameda  Workshop,  100  attended  the  San  Mateo  Workshop  and  35  attended  the 
workshop  in  San  Francisco.  More  than  500  total  verbal  and  written  comments  had  been 
received  during  and  following  the  workshops.  Transcripts  of  the  verbal  comments 
recorded  during  the  small  group  discussion  sessions  had  been  compiled  and  a summary 
of  all  comments  received  will  be  appear  in  Volume  2 of  the  Watershed  Watch.  PAM 
distributed  a preliminary  sample  format  for  the  workshop  summary,  highlighting  some  of 
the  issues  regarding  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  the  Alameda  Watershed,  as  well  as  issues 
common  to  both  watersheds.  A list  of  issues  regarding  the  process  and  suggested 
studies  was  also  distributed  to  the  committee  members. 

Upon  review  of  the  sample  format  and  list  of  additional  issues,  committee  members 
offered  the  following  remarks: 

o Some  of  the  issues  listed  conflict  with  one  another.  These  direct  conflicts  must  be 
more  strongly  emphasized  through  graphic  presentation. 

o One  committee  member  pointed  out  an  issue,  raised  at  the  workshops,  that  was 
missing  from  the  list  of  issues  that  basically  suggested  that  SFWD  disregard  water 
quality  as  a concern  and  use  water  treatment  to  mitigate  impacts  of  use. 

o The  issues  listed  are  all  written  in  declarative  sentences  beginning  with  verbs. 
This  makes  them  sound  like  directives.  Either  delete  the  verbs  or  add  an 
introductory  paragraph  that  provides  the  proper  context  --  that  these  are  the  issues 
that  SFWD  heard  at  the  workshops. 

Public  Opinion  Survey 

PAM  stated  that  a public  opinion  survey  is  being  developed,  tested  and  implemented  this 
summer.  In  response  to  one  committee  member’s  question,  it  was  clarified  that  the  WPC 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  review  the  survey  questionnaire  before  it  was  administered. 


2 


Discussion  Re  Citizen  Advisory  Committee/Aaencv  Advisory  Committee 


CAC  Advantages  and  Disadvantages 

PAM  reviewed  the  advantages,  disadvantages  and  logistics  to  be  considered  before 
deciding  to  initiate  a CAC. 

One  committee  member  remarked  that  all  the  organized  groups  that  would  be  nominated 
for  appointment  to  the  CAC  had  already  been  met  with  during  the  initial  interview  process 
and  have  made  their  issues  and  interests  clear.  Few  attended  the  public  workshops. 

Another  committee  member  expressed  that  the  success  of  a CAC  would  be  closely  tied 
with  the  level  of  support  and  involvement  of  the  PUC,  which  may  not  be  possible  at  this 
time. 

A committee  member  stated  that  the  current  public  and  agency  participation  program  is 
excellent  and  provides  all  interested  parties  ample  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
process.  A CAC  is  unnecessary. 

It  was  suggested  that  WPC  members  be  prepared  with  a response  to  those  citizens  who 
ask  why  a CAC  is  not  being  considered.  It  will  be  important  to  point  out  the  other 
opportunities  for  public  involvement. 

Agency  Advisory  Committee 

PAM  expressed  the  importance  of  early  and  ongoing  communication  and  coordination 
with  agencies  for  the  ultimate  success  of  the  project.  The  challenge  is  obtaining 
commitment  of  the  agencies’  time  and  resources.  GGNRA  and  EBRPD  were  identified 
as  agencies  that  may  require  more  frequent,  individual  communication. 

The  following  communication  options  were  offered  for  discussion:  a formalized 

committee,  regular  briefings/consultations,  briefing  packets/written  updates,  phone  contact 
and  periodic  workshops. 

It  was  determined  that  all  interested  agencies  would  be  invited  to  a kick-off  Agency 
Workshop  to  be  held  in  the  lunch  room  of  the  SFWD’s  Millbrae  office  on  June  16  from 
9:30  to  Noon.  The  format  will  be  very  similar  to  the  public  workshops  in  that  a brief 
presentation  will  be  given  by  SFWD  and  the  consultant  team,  followed  by  Q&A,  then  two 
simultaneous  discussion  groups.  One  will  be  focussed  on  Peninsula  Watershed  issues 
and  the  other  will  be  focussed  on  Alameda  Watershed  issues.  Because  initial  interviews 
have  been  conducted  with  many  of  the  agencies,  the  focus  of  the  discussions  will  be  to 
identify  coordination  issues  with  regard  to  the  process,  as  well  as  any  other  comments 
specific  to  each  watershed.  An  invitation  letter  will  be  mailed  in  early  May  to  all  agencies 
that  should  be  involved  in  the  process. 

It  was  suggested  that  a representative  from  the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  have 
a role  in  the  initial  overview  presentation  to  present  the  water  user  perspective. 
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It  is  anticipated  that  some  critical  agencies  will  not  be  able  to  attend  the  workshop.  Those 
agencies  will  be  offered  another  communication  option  that  is  tailored  to  their  needs. 


Watershed  ’93  National  Conference  Highlights 

David  Blau  from  EDAW  attended  the  Watershed  ’93  National  Conference  in  Alexandria, 
Virginia  and  provided  highlights  of  the  people  who  attended  and  the  issues  that  were 
presented.  Sponsored  by  federal  agencies,  such  as  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  conference  included  1 ,000  participants,  as  well  as 
300  people  who  participated  in  discussion  groups  via  satellite  links  from  around  the 
county.  Topics  covered  in  the  panel  discussions  included  the  following: 

• the  conflict  between  natural  resource  boundaries  and  political/jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

• a historical  perspective  - the  last  100  years  of  watershed  management. 

• predictions  for  the  future 

• case  studies  from  around  the  country 

• how  cause-effect  relationships  are  not  well  understood  or  quantified 

• efforts  to  make  legally-defensible  cases  that  are  grounded  in  science 

• how  to  gain  public  support  for  watershed  management 

• how  to  educate  the  public  with  layman’s  tools  geared  to  schools  and  civic 
organizations 

• how  political  cooperation  is  essential  to  watershed  management 

A copy  of  the  full  agenda  was  left  with  SFWD.  Conference  proceedings,  with 
approximately  300  abstracts  and  papers,  will  be  available  in  the  fall. 

One  committee  member  asked  about  the  national  perspective  on  keeping  the  watershed 
pristine  versus  allowing  people  recreational  access. 

Another  committee  member  suggested  that  an  educational  presentation  on  the 
relationship  between  land  use  and  water  quality  should  be  prepared  for  the  next  round 
of  public  workshops. 


Land  Use/Water  Quality  Relationships 

EDAW  presented  diagrams  developed  with  Montgomery-Watson  to  evaluate  land  use 
impacts  on  water  quality.  It  is  the  intent  to  refine  the  tool  for  presentation  to  the  public. 
Preliminary  diagrams  were  presented  for  the  most  prevalent  activities  being  considered 
in  the  watershed  management  planning  process:  quarrying,  shooting  range,  grazing, 
trails  and  golf  courses.  For  each  activity,  the  impacts  are  defined  in  terms  of 
Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance. 
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Based  on  the  vulnerability  zones  derived  from  the  watershed  management  goals  and  the 
GIS  layers  derived  from  the  field  studies,  these  diagrams  will  be  refined  to  help  determine 
the  degree  of  impact  a specific  land  use  activity  may  have  on  water  quality. 

It  was  suggested  that  additional  categories  be  added  to  the  model  to  evaluate  mitigation 
measures  for  potential  impacts,  as  well  as  the  benefits  of  each  land  use  activity.  It  was 
emphasized  that  the  diagrams  would  be  continually  refined  to  maintain  objectivity  and 
may  eventually  relate  to  site-specific  details.  Diagrams  for  all  other  proposed  or  potential 
uses  will  be  developed  in  the  future.  One  committee  member  suggested  that  interviews 
should  be  conducted  with  purveyors  of  specific  activities  to  ensure  that  all  aspects  are 
being  considered. 

It  was  mentioned  that  many  interested  parties  believe  that  all  impacts  to  water  quality  can 
be  mitigated  using  water  treatment.  It  is  important  to  point  out  the  drawbacks  of 
treatment,  including  organisms  that  defy  treatment  (e.g.,  Cryptosporidium)  and  the 
byproducts  of  the  treatment  itself. 

It  was  decided  that  SFWD  Water  Quality  Division  representatives  must  be  involved  in  the 
development  of  the  land  use/water  quality  diagrams. 


GIS  Implementation  Study 

Staff  from  the  Special  Projects,  Land  Engineering,  Operations  and  Project  Engineering 
Divisions  joined  the  meeting  to  participate  in  the  discussion  regarding  the  GIS 
Implementation  Study. 

EDAW  provided  a background  summary  of  the  extensive  interview  process  conducted 
with  all  divisions  within  SFWD  to  determine  the  needs  and  computer  abilities  of  the  staff 
and  the  options  to  be  considered  in  the  GIS  Implementation  Study.  Based  on  the  needs 
of  the  watershed  division  and  other  divisions  within  SFWD,  several  GIS  options  were 
identified  and  evaluated  using  criteria  such  as  user  friendliness,  cost  and  customer  base 
(an  indicator  for  level  of  technical  support  and  innovation). 

EDAW  recommended  the  Arclnfo  system  for  SFWD  because  of  its  variety,  expandability 
and  user  friendly  options.  This  recommendation  is  based  on  an  evaluation  and 
comparison  of  10  systems  to  determine  that  GIS  will  (1)  meet  the  needs  of  the  San 
Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plan,  and  (2)  be  versatile  enough  to  expand  and 
accommodate  the  needs. of  the  other  divisions  within  SFWD. 

Concerns  expressed  by  meeting  participants  included  the  following: 

• Engineering  mapping  scale  needs  are  different  than  those  of  watershed  division 
staff. 
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Will  many  of  the  programs  currently  used  by  different  divisions  be  able  to  be 
converted  to  the  Arclnfo  system? 

If  the  Engineering  Division  creates  its  own  mapping  layers,  will  they  be  duplicating 
efforts  already  being  expended  by  San  Mateo  County? 

Is  the  system  user  friendly  enough  so  that  a department  head  will  not  have  to 
depend  on  a technical  person  to  access  information? 


EDAW  responded  to  these  concerns,  explaining  that  the  Arclnfo  system  has  the  capability 
to  meet  all  the  needs  expressed.  Cheryl  Davis  stated  her  commitment  to  meet  the 
technical  information  needs  of  all  SFWD  divisions,  but  that  this  particular  GIS  need  only 
meet  the  needs  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management  Plans.  If  it  happens  to  be  compatible 
or  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  other  divisions,  it  will  be  considered  a positive 
"byproduct."  If  it  does  not  meet  the  needs  of  Engineering  or  other  divisions,  a different 
system  will  be  researched  and  provided. 

The  next  step  reviewed  by  EDAW  was  budget  and  installation.  EDAW  suggested  that 
they  will  purchase  and  install  the  system  at  their  San  Francisco  Office  and  train  the 
designated  SFWD  technician. 

Classification  and  experience  for  the  SFWD  GIS  specialist  was  discussed.  It  was 
determined  that  both  computer  skills  and  practical  applications  are  needed  to  effectively 
operate  the  GIS.  The  optimum  solution  would  be  for  two  people  to  share  the  GIS 
technical  responsibility.  These  individuals  would  have  combined  expertise  in  computers, 
including  environmental,  engineering  and  business  applications. 


Meeting  Handouts 

Public  Workshop  Issues  Summary 

Public  Issues  Regarding  the  Process/Suggested  Studies 


Next  Meeting 

Date/Time:  Thursday,  June  17,  1993,  9 a.m. 

Location:  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Millbrae  Office  Lunch  Room 
1000  El  Camino  Real 
Millbrae,  CA 
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Agenda  Items: 


o Agency  Workshop  Recap 

o Public  Opinion  Survey  Review 

o Field  Work  Update 

o GIS  Mapping  Update 

o Range  Management  Plan  Update 
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Comments  on  the  ^ocess 


The  comments  below  were  received  during  the  small  group  discussions  at  the  San  Francisco 
Watershed  Management  Plan  public  meetings.  Although  there  was  not  a separate  discussion 
during  these  small  groups  about  process  related  issues,  a number  of  process  related  issues  arose. 
For  clarity,  these  issues  were  organized  into  a separate  category. 

General 

• Explain  the  decision  making  process  - its  legal  status  and  public  accountability  as  well 
as  who  is  involved 


Goals 


♦ Reword  Secondary  Goal  #4  to  read,  "encourage  enhancement  and  management  of 
existing  uses" 

♦ Expand  Secondary  Goal  #2  to  read  "preserve  and  enhance  the  ecological,  cultural, 
aesthetic  and  recreation  resources  of  the  watershed" 

The  Plan 

♦ Create  a lasting  plan 

♦ Establish  criteria  to  address  future  proposals  and  considers  sensitive  ecological 
resources 

♦ Identify  and  incorporate  state  and  regional  guidelines/regulations  into  the  plan 

♦ Complete  the  Peninsula  plan  first  due  to  data  available  and  less  complex  issues 

♦ Define  and  prioritize  studies  to  be  conducted 
Public  Outreach 

♦ Enhance  public  awareness  of: 

- endangered  species  and  sensitive  habitat  areas 

- cultural  resources  and  watershed  history 

- the  watershed  as  a Bay  Area  Greenbelt 

- why  watershed  access  is  restricted 

♦ Develop  a docent  program  to  support  watershed  protection 

♦ Develop  partnerships  with  other  agencies  to  implement  and  mange  access 

♦ Involve  GGNRA  and  other  agencies  in  the  planning  process 

♦ Inform  and  interact  with  the  public;  continue  interaction  following  project  completion 

♦ Solicit  public  participation  through  newspapers,  mailings  and  phone  calls 

♦ Increase  the  number  of  public  meetings  during  the  study  phase 


Conduct  public  meetings  in  a "town  meeting"  style  rather  than  in  small  groups 

Establish  ongoing  citizen  participation  in  the  planning  process  including  a Citizen's 
Advisory  Committee 

Work  with  counties  and  localities  on  watershed  protection  and  use  goals 


Suggested  Studies 

The  following  studies,  to  be  conducted  on  one  or  both  watersheds,  were  identified  by  the  public  in 
the  small  group  discussions  at  the  public  workshops. 

General  Studies 

The  public  suggested  that  a general  survey  and  comparison  between  practices,  policies  and  impacts 
on  closed  and  open  watersheds,  with  a focus  on  local  watersheds.  It  was  recommended  that  a 
representatives  from  local  watersheds  conduct  the  surveys. 

It  was  also  recommended  that  a study  of  the  impacts  of  land  use  changes  on  treatment 
costs/processes  be  conducted.  This  study  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  public’s  awareness  of 
these  issues.  The  costs  of  maintenance,  security  and  water  treatment  were  also  asked  to  be 
identified. 

Three  studies  were  suggested  which  are  related  to  recreation: 

• survey  recreational  use  on  other  watersheds 

• monitor  new  recreational  uses  to  identify  impacts  on  water  quality  and  resources 

• conduct  a recreation  demand  study  to  maximize  watershed  recreation  use 

It  was  requested  that  ample  funds  be  allocated  for  fisheries  studies  and  that  these  studies  avoid 
redundancy  of  those  fisheries  studies  conducted  in  the  past. 

SFWD  was  encouraged  to  conduct  ample  field  research  and  to  interface  with  existing  SFWD  water 
supply  studies. 

Peninsula  Watershed  Studies 

Several  studies  were  suggested  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  to  determine  the  impacts  of: 

• existing  and  proposed  land  uses  on  water  quality 

• exotic  species 

• road  runoff 

• domestic  animals 

It  was  suggested  that  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  existing  environment  be  determined  before 
allowing  human  activity.  The  utilization  of  past  studies  was  also  recommended.  Other  studies 
were  suggested  to  determine: 

• the  cumulative  effects  of  existing  and  proposed  uses 

• transportation  and  parking  needs 

• the  costs  and  benefits  of  revenue  generation  activities  and  their  impact  on  water  supply 


• the  amount  of  open  space  needed  for  oxygen  production 

• whether  existing  water  quality  meets  EPA  standards 

Alameda  Watershed 

Studies  on  the  Alameda  Watershed  were  suggested  to  determine  the  impacts  of: 

• surface  mining  activities  on  air  quality 

• activities  on  lands  outside  SFWD  boundaries  on  water  quality 

• urban  encroachment 

• grazing  on  water  sources 

• watershed  activities  on  downstream  lands  (e.g.  flooding) 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  costs  and  benefits  of  quarry  leases  be  examined  and  that  other 
Watershed  Management  Plans,  their  results,  successes  and  failures  be  evaluated. 


SF  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES 


Advantages 

o Provides  additional  forum  for  representing  community  and  special  interests 
o Responsive  to  the  demands  of  the  public 

o Demonstrates  an  inclusive  process  and  ensures  that  members  hear  and 
consider  other  interests /demands 

o If  decision-making  body  (i.e.,  SFWD/PUC)  is  committed  to  a true  participatory 
process,  then  the  CAC  can  be  useful 

o CAC  members  become  familiar  with  the  process  and  all  relevant  issues 

o CAC  can  ensure  that  program  policies  and  goals  are  well  understood  by  the 

public 

o Because  CAC  is  aware  of  attitudes  of  the  community,  they  can  serve  as  a 
"sounding  board"  for  new  concepts  and  ideas 
o If  CAC  reaches  consensus,  their  written  and  verbal  comments  can  carry  a 
greater  influence  during  the  EIR  process 
o Allows  SFWD  staff  and  team  members  to  develop  and  maintain  working 
relationships  with  special  interest  groups 
o May  assist  in  setting  priorities 

Disadvantages 

o Labor  intensive  in  terms  of  start-up  and  maintenance 
o Budget  and  resource  demands  to  respond  to  inquiries  can  sometimes  delay 
process  or  affect  schedule 
o Consensus  may  not  be  possible 

o If  formed  to  diffuse  public  sentiment,  a CAC  may  not  be  helpful 
o May  be  perceived  as  superficial  by  members  and  the  public  if  the  CAC  is 
given  only  advisory  capacity  versus  participation  in  the  decision-making 
process 

o It  may  be  challenging  to  include  representatives  from  all  interests  and  still 
maintain  a manageable  group 

o New  interests  will  identify  themselves  and  will  request  representation  on  the 
committee 

o Resource  management  --  technical  vs.  political 
Other  Considerations 


o Interviews  and  workshops  identified  preferences,  needs  and  desires  of  special 
interests 

o CAC  appointments 

o Role  of  the  CAC  is  clearly  advisory  and  their  collective  input  is  considered 
equally  with  other  public  and  agency  input 
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San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Issues  Summary 
May  14,  1993 


Meeting  Attendees:  Rob  Leidy,  U.S.  EPA  Wetlands/U.C.  Berkeley 

Tim  Vendlinski,  San  Francisco  Estuary  Project,  U.S.  EPA 
Terry  Erlewine,  Supervising  Engineer,  Bookman-Edmonston 
Engineering 

Jeff  Hagar,  Senior  Fisheries  Biologist,  Biosystems  Analysis 

Josh  Milstein,  City  Attorneys  Office 

Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 

Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Tina  Stott,  EDAW 

Denise  Rousseau,  ESA 

Alice  Rich,  A.A.  Rich  & Associates 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management  (PAM) 


SFWD,  EDAW,  PAM,  ESA  staff  and  Alice  Rich  met  with  representatives  from  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Project  to  identify  issues 
and  regulatory  requirements  that  should  be  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
management  plans  for  both  the  Peninsula  and  Alameda  watersheds. 

Large  issues  maps  were  displayed  and  copies  of  the  Watershed  Watch  newsletter 
Volume  I were  provided  for  information.  Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  history  of 
the  watersheds  and  the  SFWD  water  system,  as  well  as  the  background  of  the  watershed 
management  planning  effort,  the  schedule  and  a description  of  the  studies,  the  work 
products  and  the  GIS  implementation. 

Terry  Erlewine  of  Bookman-Edmonston  Engineering  provided  an  overview  of  the  Alameda 
Creek  Water  Resources  Management  Study  being  conducted  by  his  firm  and  its 
subconsultants.  He  highlighted  the  purposes  of  the  study  - to  explore  the  feasibility  of 
releasing  water  from  Calaveras  Reservoir  and  recapturing  it  through  a conjunctive  use 
program  after  it  reaches  the  Sunol  Valley  Aqueduct,  and  to  identify  the  biological 
requirements  for  sustaining  a fishery  on  Alameda  Creek.  The  study,  initiated  in  late 
Summer  1 992  is  expected  to  be  completed  at  the  end  of  this  year.  As  part  of  the  study, 
Bookman-Edmonston  and  its  subconsultants  will  be  evaluating  groundwater  in  the  Sunol 
Valley  and  at  the  Water  Temple,  as  well  as  identifying  ways  to  work  with  quarry  operators 
to  address  impacts  during  and  after  mining  operations.  Studies  include  a reservoir 
operations  model  to  assess  impacts  on  fish  releases,  groundwater  basin  pumping  studies, 
riparian  vegetation  studies,  gravel  operations  consultation  and  a survey  of  irrigation 
management  practices  at  nursery  operations. 
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Jeff  Hagar  of  Biosystems  conducted  a "Fishery  Restoration  Feasibility  Evaluation  and 
Preliminary  Restoration  Plan"  as  part  of  the  Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study.  The 
purpose  of  the  study  was  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a Rainbow  trout 
population  in  Calaveras  and  Alameda  creeks  below  Calaveras  Dam.  The  focus  of  the 
study  was  to  identify  any  conditions  that  could  preclude  establishment  of  a trout 
population.  The  study  determined  the  following:  in  order  to  reestablish  and  maintain  a 
trout  fishery,  high  levels  of  flows  (15  CFS)  would  be  needed  in  the  summer;  the  existing 
habitat  is  appropriate  for  trout  at  this  level  of  flow;  and  higher  levels  of  flow  (30  CFS) 
would  be  needed  during  the  spawning  period. 

Rob  Leidy  and  Tim  Vendlinski  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  explained  their 
current  activities  with  regard  to  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Project  and  the  development 
of  Aquatic  Diversity  Management  Areas  (ADMA’s).  The  Estuary  Project  assesses  fish 
habitat,  wetlands  and  conservation  biology  for  areas  within  the  Bay/Delta  region.  The 
project  was  established  by  a 1987  Act  of  Congress  as  part  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and 
is  overseen  by  a 50-member  management  committee  comprised  of  elected  officials, 
agencies  and  other  interested  parties. 

The  EPA  is  currently  assessing  all  tributaries  that  flow  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the 
surrounding  watersheds.  The  EPA  samples  fish  and  their  habitats  from  the  lower  waters 
to  the  headwaters.  Electroshocking  is  used  for  sampling  to  determine  types  of  species 
present,  rather  than  the  population  size  of  each  species.  Fishery  habitats  are  evaluated 
to  assess  the  quality  of  the  spawning  grounds  and  potential  impacts.  EPA  uses  the 
Department  of  Fish  & Game’s  North  Coast  Salmonic  habitat  typing  method  to  evaluate 
smaller,  micro  habitats.  Riparian  vegetation  is  studied  to  identify  the  dominant  types  of 
species  that  reside  along  the  streams  and  their  condition.  The  EPA’s  latest  sampling 
effort  was  completed  on  Wildcat  Creek.  EPA  works  with  the  Estuary  Resource 
Conservation  District  to  obtain  access  to  specific  areas  for  study. 

Aquatic  Diversity  Management  Areas  (ADMA’s)  are  areas  set  aside  throughout  the  State 
for  the  preservation  and  management  of  native  biota  and  aquatic  resources.  Each  ADMA 
contains  a high  quality  water  source  (river,  stream,  etc.). 

Recently,  the  EPA  expanded  the  concept  of  ADMA’s  to  include  that  of  watershed 
management  and  protection  as  they  feel  that  the  most  effective  way  to  protect  aquatic 
resources  is  through  watershed  protection.  The  Bay/Delta  area  has  been  divided  into  34 
hydrologic  units  (watersheds).  Each  watershed  contains  significant  water  courses  to  be 
protected. 

Once  a potential  ADMA  has  been  identified,  the  EPA  seeks  to  obtain  access  to  the 
watershed  areas  through  acquisition  or  easements  so  that  their  biota  may  be  studied. 
Once  easements  are  granted,  ADMA’s  are  managed  as  preserves,  although  some  are 
open  to  limited  use  based  upon  cooperative  agreements  made  with  property  owners,  local 
governments  and  any  other  stakeholders  in  the  process. 
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EPA  makes  every  effort  to  help  local  government  staff  and  officials  understand  the  value 
of  protecting  the  identified  resources.  Positive  cumulative  impacts  of  preserving  the 
proposed  ADMA  are  highlighted,  such  as  improved  water  quality  and  protection  of 
commodity  uses.  Coordination  efforts  are  often  made  to  tie  the  ADMA  concept  into  the 
General  Plans  of  the  cities  involved.  The  EPA  would  also  like  to  see  watershed 
management  plans  prepared  for  the  34  hydrologic  creeks  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  SF 
Estuary  Project  is  aiming  to  establish  a system  of  ADMA  "preserves"  throughout  the  nine- 
county  Bay/Delta  Region.  The  EPA  hopes  to  have  a complete  list  of  potential  ADMA’s 
by  December,  1993.  All  information  will  be  entered  on  GIS.  Upon  final  selection  of  the 
ADMA’s,  EPA  will  begin  working  with  local  governments  to  negotiate  easements  for 
ADMA  study. 


The  following  is  a summary  of  issues  discussed: 

Alameda  Creek  Water  Resources  Study 

o In  response  to  Alice  Rich’s  question  as  to  why  the  temperature  chosen  for  the  trout 
fishery  test  release  was  maintained  at  68  degrees,  when  the  specific  temperature 
should  differ  according  to  the  species,  Bookman-Edmonston  stated  that  68 
degrees  was  the  temperature  selected  to  conduct  an  objective  study  in  order  to 
identify  a fatal  flaw  in  terms  of  biological  or  operational  items. 

o It  was  recognized  by  SFWD  that  there  is  conflict  between  those  that  believe  that 
the  habitat  should  be  maintained  for  resident  or  native  trout  populations  which 
presently  exist  in  the  creek,  and  those  who  seek  the  establishment  of  a Rainbow 
or  Steelhead  trout  fishery  at  a higher  CFS  in  Alameda  Creek. 

o A Caltrout  representative  who  was  a proponent  of  Rainbow  or  Steelhead  trout  fish 
releases,  was  referred  by  EPA  to  Dr.  Peter  Moyle  of  UC  Davis  who  recommended 
that  Alameda  Creek  be  maintained  for  native  trout  and  not  to  introduce  a new 
species. 

o EPA  stated  that  Alameda  Creek  would  probably  be  recommended  for  management 
as  part  of  the  SF  Estuary  Project  due  to  its  protected  nature  and  diversity  of 
species.  They  would  like  to  see  the  creek  managed  for  the  resident  native 
populations  rather  than  increasing  flows,  which  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
native  species. 

o EPA  suggested  that  a common  ground  be  sought  with  Caltrout  based  on  historical 
proof  that  Steelhead  trout  existed.  There  is  question  as  to  whether  Steelhead  trout 
can  be  genetically  distinguished  from  other  trout  species  that  were  stocked  in  the 
reservoirs  by  Spring  Valley. 
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o EPA  suggested  that  SFWD/Bookman-Edmonston  contact  fish  specialists  at  UC 
Davis  to  sample,  test  and  verify  species. 

o It  was  acknowledged  that  the  California  Department  of  Fish  & Game  is  addressing 
the  internal  conflict  of  protecting  natural  fish  habitats  and  catering  to  the 
sportsfishing  community. 

o The  history  of  the  hydrology  of  Alameda  Creek  was  discussed.  It  was  identified 
as  an  ephemeral  stream,  typical  of  many  in  northern  California  that  experience 
both  drought  and  flood  conditions. 

o SFWD  raised  the  issue  of  controlling  upstream  land  uses  to  minimize  or  avoid 
impacts  to  water  quality.  Grazing,  quarry  operations  and  other  activities  in  the 
Niles  Canyon  area  were  cited  as  sources  of  potential  contamination.  EPA 
representatives  suggested  that  they  may  be  able  to  help  control  land  uses  by 
offering  their  services  to  negotiate  and  obtain  easements  with  property  owners. 
It  was  acknowledged  that  these  types  of  negotiations  must  be  handled  delicately. 


Aquatic  Diversity  Management  Areas 

o According  to  the  EPA  representatives,  SFWD’s  approach  to  land  management 
makes  its  watersheds  appropriate  candidates  for  ADMA  designation.  On  both  the 
Peninsula  and  Alameda  Watersheds,  EPA  suggested  that  SFWD  may  establish 
core  sensitive  areas  surrounded  by  buffer  areas  that  allow  some  activity.  SFWD 
suggested  that  EPA  establish  ADMA’s  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  watersheds  that 
are  out  of  SFWD’s  control.  EPA  offered  its  willingness  to  work  with  all  conflicting 
interests,  e.g.,  environmentalists,  ranchers  and  developers  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed,  to  find  a common  ground  and  a workable  solution. 

o EPA  stated  that  their  current  need  was  to  obtain  access  to  SFWD  lands  on 
Alameda  Creek  for  sampling  as  part  of  the  SF  Estuary  Project.  EPA  will  conduct 
electroshocking,  as  well  as  evaluations  of  the  stream  channel,  vegetative  cover 
and  water  temperature. 

o The  ADMA  concept  has  been  successfully  implemented  in  a grasslands  restoration 
project  in  Davis  where  grazing  was  reversed  from  a negative  to  a positive  impact 
through  the  development  of  management  practices  to  be  administered  and 
implemented  through  citizen  programs. 

o The  EPA  hopes  to  expand  the  number  of  ADMA’s  by  letting  successful  efforts 
speak  for  themselves.  Their  latest  establishment  of  Wildcat  Creek  as  an  ADMA 
included  the  development  of  a cooperative  agreement  with  the  Resource 
Conservation  District,  ranchers  and  other  stakeholders  with  the  common  goal  of 
improving  forage.  EPA  is  building  fences  and  conducting  grazing  management 
practices  to  help  achieve  this  goal. 
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o Working  with  the  Resource  Conservation  District  on  the  Wildcat  Creek  Project, 
EPA  identified  locations  for  cattle  grazing.  SFWD  emphasized  the  importance  of 
developing  water  resources  for  grazing  that  are  far  removed  from  the  riparian 
areas.  Natural  seeps  or  pumps  were  suggested. 

o It  was  noted  that  Wildcat  Creek  is  a demonstration  project  and  that  no  official 
"plan"  has  been  developed. 

o The  EPA  stated  that  some  ADMA’s  may  include  several  conflicting  interests,  such 
as  a protected  park,  a public  golf  course  and  an  industrial  complex.  A $100,000 
restoration  plan  is  being  implemented  at  a park  adjacent  to  Wildcat  Creek  which 
includes  the  use  of  riparian  restoration  and  erosion  control  to  remove  obstacles  to 
the  development  of  a fishery. 

o SFWD  recommended  Niles  Canyon  as  a potential  ADMA.  Currently,  Niles  Canyon 
is  managed  in  some  capacity  by  several  different  agencies  which  have  some  kind 
of  jurisdiction  over  the  area.  In  addition  to  SFWD,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District 
(EBRPD)  and  the  Alameda  County  Water  District  (ACWD)  have  the  most  influence. 
The  cities  of  Fremont  and  Union  City  also  influence  this  area  to  some  degree. 

o SFWD  suggested  that  EBRPD,  ACWD  and  Tim  Koopman  (Agricultural  Land  Agent 
for  SFWD),  may  be  willing  partners  and/or  facilitators  to  the  EPA  in  their  efforts  to 
work  with  the  ranching  community  to  gain  access  for  study  on  the  Alameda 
Watershed  and  surrounding  areas.  The  EPA  also  recommended  that  property 
rights  and  conservation  easements  could  be  sold,  while  riparian  rights  may  be 
retained. 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  the  Range  Management  Plan  that  is  to  be 
developed  as  part  of  the  SF  Watershed  Management  planning  effort.  The  specific 
issue  of  converting  exotic  grasses  back  to  perennial  grasses  without  adversely 
impacting  the  habitat  was  discussed.  EPA  stated  that  there  have  been 
demonstrations  that  this  type  of  conversion  can  be  accomplished.  SFWD  was 
cautioned  regarding  negative  impacts  of  overcorrecting  when  restoring  native 
species. 


EPA  Funding  Programs 

o There  was  discussion  regarding  which  riparian  areas  qualify  for  EPA  funding 
grants,  such  as  Regulation  319.  SFWD  stated  that  they  have  developed  a 
workplan  to  address  the  preservation  of  the  area,  which  involves  the  participation 
of  the  East  Bay  and  South  Bay  Conservation  Corps.  SFWD  will  provide  EPA  with 
a copy  of  the  workplan  to  submit  for  funding.  EPA  stated  its  commitment  to  being 
aggressive  and  seeking  out  the  projects  that  are  eligible  both  for  Estuary  Project 
participation  and  the  associated  federal  funding. 
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o EPA  suggested  that  the  Niles  Canyon  area  may  qualify  for  Regulation  31 9 funding 
if  an  ADMA  was  identified  from  Niles  Canyon  to  the  headwaters  as  a hydrological 
unit. 

o SFWD  suggested  that  the  channelized  area  of  Alameda  Creek  may  be  another 
potential  ADMA.  EPA  responded  that,  although  it  can  be  considered  for 
restoration,  the  objective  of  the  ADMA  is  to  concentrate  on  those  areas  that  need 
saving. 

o Arroyo  Laguna  near  Pleasanton  was  named  by  SFWD  as  another  area  that  has 
valuable  natural  resources  that  is  being  pressured  by  residential  development  by 
adjacent  cities.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  also  considering  it  as  a potential 
surplus  land  to  be  sold  off  to  obtain  revenue.  The  EPA  expressed  that  from 
SFWD’s  description,  this  area  may  qualify  as  an  ADMA. 

o The  only  Peninsula  Watershed  tributary  that  drains  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  is 
San  Mateo  Creek.  It  is  currently  being  studied  as  part  of  the  EPA’s  San  Francisco 
Estuary  Project. 

o The  EPA  representatives  stated  that  the  Peninsula  Watershed  was  on  the  "cutting 
edge"  of  preserving  watershed  resources  and  water  quality. 

o The  Estuary  Project  interacts  with  regional  government  agencies,  such  as  ABAG, 
which  is  a member  of  the  Estuary  project,  and  BCDC  which  is  member  of  the 
management  committee. 

o EPA  is  also  coordinating  their  efforts  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  (RWQCB).  EPA  mentioned  that,  presently,  the  ADMA’s  do  not  have  any 
legal  or  jurisdictional  status,  but  that  the  RWQCB  could  be  the  State  agency  that 
confers  ADMA  status. 

o Working  with  Representative  Nancy  Pelosi,  the  EPA  Estuary  Project 
representatives  hope  to  implement  a model  program  to  help  change  the  way  EPA 
executes  its  projects  and  to  build  momentum  within  the  agency  by  example. 

o The  Estuary  Project  GIS  will  help  them  track  the  progress  and  success  of 
management  practices  on  the  ADMA’s.  They  currently  have  a 10-year 
retrospective  on  the  activities  on  Bay/Delta  streams  that  are  being  converted  to 
data  base. 

o EPA  offered  its  services  to  assist  in  flow  releases,  management  of  native  species 
and  negotiations  with  interested  parties  to  obtain  access  and  easements  to 
properties  that  may  potentially  meet  ADMA  criteria. 

o A tour  of  both  watersheds  was  arranged  between  SFWD  and  EPA  representatives. 
It  was  agreed  that  SFWD  Water  Quality  Division  staff,  as  well  as  Alice  Rich  will 
also  be  invited  to  participate  in  the  tour. 
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Materials  Recommended,  Received  or  Requested 

EPA  paper  delivered  at  the  Watershed  ’93 
November  1992  Issue  of  Estuary  Newsletter 

Recommended  Contacts 

Peter  Moyle,  UC  Davis  (fisheries  specialist) 


San  Francisco  Watershed  Management  Plans 
Meeting  With  the  San  Mateo  Golfers  Association 
Issues  Summary 
Monday,  August  14,  1995 


Meeting  Attendees:  Bill  Royce,  San  Mateo  Golfers  Association 

Barbara  Koontz,  San  Mateo  Golfers  Association 
Ed  Stewart,  SFWD 
Joe  Naras,  SFWD 

Kelly  Stewart,  Public  Affairs  Management 


SFWD  and  PAM  staff  held  a second  meeting  with  representatives  of  the  San  Mateo 
Golfers  Association  (SMGA).  The  meeting  was  scheduled  in  response  to  the  San 
Mateo  Golfers  Association's  request  to  the  SF  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  for 
specific  information  regarding  the  Watershed  Management  Plan's  Recommended 
Preferred  Alternative  and  its  provision  for  future  golf  courses. 

Mr.  Royce  provided  copies  of  correspondence  presented  to  the  PUC  by  SMGA  (and 
golf  course  opponents)  at  the  July  25  and  August  8 PUC  meetings.  The  documents 
include  a description  of  the  SMGA's  understanding  of  specific  issues  cited  that  prohibit 
new  golf  courses  under  the  PUC-approved  Preferred  Alternative,  as  well  as  their 
rebuttal  to  the  issues. 

SFWD  provided  two  documents  describing  the  Preferred  Alternative  approved  by  the 
PUC  in  January  1995,  as  well  as  other  materials  to  respond  to  the  SMGA's  request  for 
more  information. 

Ed  Stewart  gave  an  overview  of  the  information  considered  for  developing  the  golf 
course  portion  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  decision  not  to  recommend  the 
development  of  new  courses  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed.  A summary  of  the 
discussion  and  specific  comments  is  provided  below. 

Water  Quality 

♦ Pursuant  to  the  Watershed  Management  Plans'  primary  goal  --  to  preserve 

water  quality  --  the  studies  conducted  by  the  team  have  identified  the  areas  on 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  that  may  potentially  drain  water  to  the  reservoirs  and 
other  water  sources  on  the  watershed.  These  areas  have  been  mapped  on  the 
Geographic  Information  System  (GIS).  As  shown  on  the  map,  the  areas  of 
highest  sensitivity  extend  beyond  Edgewood  Park  and  include  the  area  proposed 
by  the  SMGA  for  a new  golf  course  on  the  southern  watershed. 
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♦ A Sanitary  Survey  has  been  conducted  by  the  team  in  accordance  with 
Department  of  Health  Services  water  quality  regulations.  The  survey  report 
confirms  that  the  southern  watershed  area  proposed  by  SMGA  for  a new  golf 
course  is  a high  sensitivity  zone. 

SMGA  asked  if  the  water  quality  can  be  contained  and  maintained  on  the  site. 
SFWD  responded  that  the  geology  of  the  region  is  fractured  by  seismic  faults, 
resulting  in  shallow  soil  and  no  groundwater  basin  to  filter  water.  There  is  no 
known  aquifer  on  the  site  and  no  geotechnical  assessment  has  been  made  to 
determine  whether  water  quality  can  be  contained  on  the  site.  SFWD  added  that 
it  is  considered  too  risky  to  maintain  a septic  holding  tank  or  to  pump  out  water 
used  by  a proposed  golf  course.  Crystal  Springs  pumps  water  off  the  watershed 
through  the  City's  sewer  system. 

SMGA  asked  about  the  Filoli  and  Phleger  estates'  septic  systems.  SFWD 
responded  that  these  estates  have  maintain  their  own  systems.  However,  they 
are  considered  preexisting  conditions  and  the  Department  of  Health  Services 
has  decreed  that  SFWD  must  monitor  water  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  these  areas 
by  taking  samples  from  the  reservoir  and  creek. 

♦ SFWD  stated  that  water  conservation  is  also  an  important  goal  and  that  golf 
courses  use  a great  deal  of  water.  SMGA  asked  if  tertiary  treated  waste  water 
(reclaimed  water)  could  be  used.  SFWD  responded  that  because  of  the 
geological  composition  (shallow  soil,  no  alluvial  rock)  it  is  impossible  to  filter  the 
water  to  ensure  water  quality. 

♦ If  SFWD  does  not  meet  the  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS)  regulations  to 
preserve  water  quality  through  protection  of  the  watershed,  DHS  would  be  bound 
to  issue  a fine  and  require  SFWD  to  increase  its  treatment  standards  at  the  filter 
plant.  The  cost  of  fines  and  treatment  would  ultimately  be  borne  by  the 
ratepayers. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

♦ SFWD  is  bound  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  regulations  that 
protect  habitat  for  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  southern  portion  of 
the  watershed  has  been  identified  by  USFWS  as  potential  habitat  for  the 
Western  Pond  turtle,  the  Red-Legged  frog,  the  San  Francisco  Garter  snake. 
SMGA  said  that  it  has  been  documented  that  golf  courses  protect  snakes  and 
that  the  San  Francisco  Garter  snake  is  known  to  exist  on  the  Sharp  Park  Golf 
Course.  SFWD  responded  that,  according  to  USFWS,  the  SF  Garter  snake 
population  has  plummeted  and  is  within  a year  of  extinction,  even  on  the 
watershed.  SF  Garter  snake  skins  are  very  valuable  making  the  snake 
vulnerable  to  poaching  if  people  have  access  to  its  habitat. 
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According  to  experts,  a significant  portion  of  the  SF  Garter  snake  population 
exists  on  the  Peninsula  Watershed  and  should  be  preserved.  The  watershed  is 
becoming  recognized  as  one  of  the  only  protected  havens  for  relocating  this 
species  as  part  of  mitigation  on  other  development  projects.  Pursuant  to 
USFWS  regulation,  SFWD  has  developed  a Habitat  Conservation  Plan  that 
designates  a portion  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed  as  SF  Garter  snake  habitat. 

The  federally-listed  Red-Legged  frog  is  considered  the  primary  food  source  for 
the  SF  Garter  snake  because  it  is  the  only  known  species  that  matures  from 
tadpole  to  frog  at  exactly  the  same  time  that  the  SF  Garter  snakes  are  bom.  The 
Red-Legged  frog  is  also  the  only  food  source  available  at  the  time  that  is  small 
enough  for  the  baby  snakes  to  eat.  It  is  not  known  what  aspects  of  the  habitat 
allow  the  timing  and  maturation  to  occur.  Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to  relocate 
and  replicate  the  habitat  for  both  of  these  species.  Given  the  endangered  status 
of  these  species,  the  regulatory  agencies  that  protect  them  will  not  take  a chance 
on  relocating  the  habitat. 

♦ An  herpatologist  hired  by  SFWD  has  surveyed  the  wetland  areas  on  the 
Peninsula  Watershed  and  determined  that  Serpentine  grasses  and  other  protect 
plant  species  exist  in  these  areas,  including  the  southern  watershed.  SMGA 
stated  that  they  have  received  conflicting  information  on  this  issue  and  would  like 
to  receive  documentation  when  it  becomes  available. 

♦ There  are  55  species  of  concern  (plants  and  animals)  on  or  adjacent  to  the 
Peninsula  Watershed.  SFWD  stated  that  the  regulatory  agencies'  primary 
concern  regarding  the  relocation  of  these  species  is  the  co-mingling  of  species 
and  the  resultant  subvariant  species. 


Cultural  Resources 


♦ SFWD  stated  that  the  southern  Peninsula  Watershed  is  rich  in  cultural 

resources.  Linder  federal  law,  the  locations  of  these  resources  cannot  be 
marked  on  a map  to  protect  them  from  vandalism. 

SMGA  stated  that  they  have  received  a letter  from  an  Ohlone  tribesman  that 
supports  the  golf  course.  In  addition,  there  is  documentation  of  an  investigation 
of  cultural  sites  conducted  by  a deceased  SMGA  member,  Frank  Corwin.  SFWD 
requested  copies  of  both  documents. 

SFWD  clarified  that  the  Watershed  Management  Plans  will  undergo  a program 
level  environment  impact  report  which  evaluates  existing  conditions  and  potential 
impacts  from  different  types  of  activities  on  a conceptual  level.  Any  activity  that 
is  proposed  for  a specific  site,  like  a golf  course,  will  have  to  undergo  its  own 
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project  level  environmental  impact  report,  once  the  Watershed  Management 
Plans  and  Policies  have  been  adopted. 

♦ SMGA  questioned  the  sensitivity  and  pristine  quality  of  the  watershed  land  along 
1-280  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  golf  course  site.  SFWD  responded  that 
Highway  280  was  built  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA)  in  1970.  If  the  soil  stability  in  the  area  had  been  checked 
according  to  CEQA  standards,  the  highway  would  not  have  been  built. 


Fire  Risk 

♦ SMGA  stated  that  golf  courses  provide  a natural  fire  break  and  that  there  has 
been  no  documented  case  of  fire  starting  on  or  around  a golf  course.  SFWD 
responded  that  the  golf  course  by  itself  does  provide  a natural  fire  break. 
However  the  80  to  100,000  golfers  are  considered  the  threat  to  the  watershed 
land  adjacent  to  the  golf  course.  In  most  documented  cases,  fire  has  started  by 
people  on  the  interface  of  natural  and  urban  environments.  SMGA  responded 
that  golf  course  management  and  caretakers  could  be  trained  to  manage  and 
scout  the  area  to  control  public  access. 

SMGA  suggested  that  SFWD  consult  Nancy  Hardisty,  a landscape  architect  in 
Palo  Alto,  who  focuses  on  designing  landscapes  to  provide  fire  protection. 


Other  Uses 


♦ SMGA  asked  how  equestrian  access  to  the  watershed  is  consistent  with  the 
goals  and  criteria  for  the  Watershed  Management  Plans.  SFWD  responded  that 
equestrian  use  is  a preexisting  condition  that  is  being  phased  out.  SMGA  asked 
if  equestrians  have  to  sign  a pledge  saying  they  will  not  smoke  on  the 
watershed.  SFWD  responded  that  they  do. 

Costs/Revenues 

♦ SMGA  pointed  out  that  golf  course  revenues  can  be  used  to  protect  water 
quality.  SFWD  clarified  that  the  PUC  has  issued  clear  direction  that  any  activity 
on  the  watershed  must  not  be  a cost  to  ratepayers.  Consequently,  they  have 
requested  that  the  fair  market  value  for  developing,  maintaining  and  operating 
the  golf  course  must  be  determined. 


Decision-Making  Process 
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♦ SFWD  mentioned  that  the  PUC  considered  input  from  the  technical  studies,  the 
regulatory  agencies/requirements,  the  water  quality  data  and  requirements,  the 
Public  Opinion  Survey  and  the  public  and  agency  workshops  before  making  its 
decision.  Based  on  all  input,  the  decision  was  made  to  tolerate  existing  activities 
and  expansion  where  water  quality  was  not  compromised.  SMGA  agreed  that 
water  quality  is  the  number  one  priority. 

♦ SMGA  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  PUC  got  comprehensive  and  accurate 
information  regarding  the  golf  course.  They  feel  that  misinformation  was 
presented  to  the  PUC  by  environmental  groups.  It  was  noted  that  Senator 
Kopp's  representative  read  a statement  in  favor  of  the  golf  course. 

♦ SMGA  is  seeking  a window  of  opportunity  to  propose  a new  golf  course  that 
meets  the  Preferred  Alternative's  criteria.  They  stated  that  the  manner  in  which 
the  golf  course  is  managed  can  make  the  difference.  They  cited  Palo  Alto,  San 
Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  golf  courses  as  good  examples;  and  Crystal  Springs  and 
Shoreline  golf  courses  as  bad  examples. 

♦ SMGA  asked  SFWD  to  review  the  materials  provided  to  determine  if  there  is  any 
possible  way  to  allow  a new  golf  course  if  it  meets  the  criteria. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting,  SFWD  asked  SMGA  if  all  of  their  issues  had  been 

addressed.  SMGA  responded  that  they  had. 
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